BIRCH,  C.  M. 

FORD  MOTOR  COMPANY  LAYOFF  AND  RECALL 
STUDY,  WINDSOR  FOUNDRY  AND  ENGINE 
PLANTS,  BY  C.  M.  BIRCH  AND  J.  B.  GERTZ . 


ifm 


,  mik  '•  i  ’  twm 
ffli  !,'U‘  ••  ^  i  ’ 


Wm 

"'ViM f.'w< 

WUmBm 

vi/mfmtf&W, 


\'lh 


s'/,1  j\Y.\ 

?&y/A 


m 


mm 


»8 


W 


mm 


«Mif 


Ilf 

iWMvi 


m 

mi 


bhSBBbK 


mm 


m 


■'.•.( ilv.o.v-lyy,"  • 


m iV  wm, 

. v-  ii ■  ® i 

wm  ■ 

■V: .-  ;..  ^;.y::-;.--.-.  :V  •:■• :  -  '•  ■,■*!■.  tJ  ,  i  «■  «V 


i  — — 

^ffiBEPnPBMHR'i 


:«v? 


i9a»«w 


wip 
H 

iMmf 


Mjra3KH| 


PPfc 

v’-v/K'  ’/V.'-VV--. 


■ 


ct.r«\sw 


mi 


I  Mpfi 

*  -  A*  'ViW'Q'Spv. 

*?#// 7?;*>vftvV** 

mAmmii 


■  y  •  i* ?f  i  {*.*••.  c,,>vc#'J,1  >'.!/■ 
’  •  Ay*  ♦*•  *  O  jy  •. .:  V/  fVA, 

W0:P$? 

*'.'  «V ;  j'/.v/V  .*  j*  :••■ 

••;Y» j  > ,<•; f .yvt:;‘ t  f*j '.••'• 

tty  ♦vl&vV $C>  J  Kv‘*M 

•V:  ip . f /IwXk y  '• 

/i-j  jvju? 
yw'V 

^Mw00rW: 

if/yfj  •*  *•  <•*•■ 

,v  i  fi&v&  ^;*  ••  (f.v  *V/ 

w  j  ••'  J  f |y //'/•!  \  •!’ 

■  ro&ffira 

,  /  gfo®  jV-*'*  •.>■.•.' ;  /•'}.' 

'»*  •'  •* ffi  fX’:’  «*.*  f. 

Is^VV 

*V;AJ 

•  fiVyK*/ /•‘•'ffS: 

•\V/  ?•’*•*/ *7/ ;  J*j  ‘ 

4,  Spi 

};.vf/;  •*oV!',V:W :  :*/.*, 
v  i*Vj  .*••.•  / 

'••*•;••;•• 

i^ivi 

f  of  >  j  aV.  ;  f  .v/V  «*.  '•  ■'■*.•' 
•H  •  f  v*  ••.'•'  (VW 

(«v  •  v/«  * /y ; .  ••.•*‘.v5  >;'  j 

\f j$5 

5  V’ 

yw&Z 

■'('V  ■■ 

;.' « •;* ;  ,i  j*/  i  ■  f  *f  y;  /  ‘ 

■■  v  -Jy/VA  Vi  j  •'•i 

isHrn 

Wife 

wWfWm 

■/.  V.  *,f 

FORD  MOTOR  COMPANY 


LAYOFF  AND  RECALL  STUDY 
WINDSOR  FOUNDRY  AND  ENGINE  PLANTS 


An  examination  of  the  impact  on  employees 
of  the  reorganization  of  production 
facilities  arising  from  the 
Canada-United  States 
Automotive  Trade 
Agreement 


C.M.  Birch 
J.B.  Gertz 


Snteris  Ministry  cf  Treasury, 
?©vnarr.ics  and  jutsr^DVErnsnsntel 
Affairs  Library 

J'iJN  2  6  1979 

/  3ioO  £ 

\Am-\r 


University  of  Windsor 


A  report  to  the  Ontario  Economic  Council 
July  19 66 


FOREWORD 


The  layoff  during  1965-66  of  1300  men  at  the  Ford 
Motor  Company’s  foundry  and  engine  plant  at  Windsor,  Ontario, 
was  one  of  the  most  significant  dislocations  of  labour  arising 
from  the  Canada-United  States  Automotive  Trade  Agreement. 

It  was  significant  both  in  terms  of  numbers  of 
employees  affected  and  duration.  Fortunately,  however,  as 
Professors  C.  M.  Birch  and  J.  B.  Gertz  of  the  University  of  Windsor's 
Faculty  of  Business  Administration  demonstrate  in  this  study,  the 
economic  hardships  were  relatively  insignificant. 

Only  a  negligible  number  of  laid-off  employees  chose 
to  avail  themselves  of  allowances  under  federal-provincial  programs 
for  educational  or  skill  upgrading.  The  booming  Windsob  economy 
offered  many  job  opportunities  for  those  who  did  not  choose  to 
”sit  out"  the  layoff  with  the  assistance  of  Unemployment  Insurance 
compensation  and  Supplemental  Unemployment  Benefits. 

Of  the  1300  temporarily  laid  off  in  the  summer  of  I965 
some  1082  had  returned  to  their  jobs  by  late  February,  1966,  and 
several  hundred  additional  new  workers  were  added  in  March  and  April. 

The  Ontario  Economic  Council  initiated  this  study  in 
cooperation  with  the  Ford  Motor  Company}  the  UAWr,  Canadian  region; 
and  the  provincial  and  federal  departments  and  agencies  concerned. 

To  each  of  them,  and  to  researchers  Cecil  Birch  and  Blake  Gertz 
we  express  our  appreciation,  and  commend  the  findings  to  all  persons 
concerned  with  these  aspects  of  government  -  labour  -  management 
relations . 

William  H.  Cranston, 

August,  1966  Chairman, 

Ontario  Economic  Council. 
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INTRODUCTION 


This  Report  is  a  study  of  events  associated  with  the  layoff  and 
recall  of  1,302  workers  at  Ford  Motor  Company,  arising  from  the  re¬ 
organization  of  their  engine  and  foundry  plants  In  Windsor,  Ontario® 

The  layoffs,  originally  scheduled  for  June,  July  and  August,  1965# 
occurred  at  the  end  of  June  and  in  the  middle  of  August*  The  1,302 
men  were  all  permanent  employees,  classified  as  unskilled*  There 
were  4 93  men  in  the  first  layoff,  ^  and  809  in  the  second ♦ 

Recalls  began  in  September,  and  by  the  end  of  th©  month  250  men 
had  gone  back  to  work*  These  men  had  vacation  time  coming  to  them 
when  laid  off  in  the  middle  of  August*  We  felt  that  if  these  250 
men  were  included,  the  value  of  information  gained  by  interviewing 
laid-off  employees  would  be  reduced  appreciably,  so  w©  decided  t© 
interview  only  men  returning  after  September  30#  1965* 

Of  th©  1,052  who  might  have  b@©n  Interviewed  (1,302  minus  250) 
it  was  not  possible  to  interview  220  because  they  did  not  return  to 
Ford.  This  reduced  th©  potential  number  of  interviews  to  832  ( 1,052 
-  220  =  832) .  We  interviewed  three-quarters  of  the  832,  namely  641  men® 
Th©  191  men  not  Interviewed,  but  re-employed,  were  divided  ap¬ 
proximately  equally  between  the  first  and  second  layoffs.  They  were 
not  Interviewed  for  a  variety  of  reasons,  mainly  because  of  problems 

Several  hundred  university  students  were  employed  in  May  for 
about  six  weeks,  and  they  too  were  laid  off  at  th©  end  of  June,  and 
not  recalled*  They  are  not  counted  in  th©  layoffs* 

(2) 

Actually,  86  men  were  laid  off  twice  —  first  In  June,  then 
recalled,  and  laid  off  again  in  August*  Rather  than  count  them 
twice,  w©  subtracted  them  from  the  second  layoff. 


li 


associated  with  the  mechanics  of  re-employment.  For  example,  5>Q 

men  on  layoff  would  be  notified  to  report  to  Ford  at  8 :30  Tuesday 

morning.  They  might  come  or  they  might  not;  if  they  did,  it  might 

be  8  *30  Tuesday  evening,  or  Wednesday,  or  Thursday,  and  at  any 

(3) 

hour  of  the  day  or  evening. 

The  mechanics  of  recall  are  not  as  simple  as  they  may  appear » 
Administrative,  engineering,  and  training  problems  associated  with 
new  equipment,  make  it  difficult  to  set  up  monthly  or  even  weekly 
schedules  for  recalling  workers.  The  company  might  know  on  a  Friday 
afternoon,  for  example,  that  they  could  recall  another  5®  men  the 
following  Tuesday,  and  the  men  would  so  be  notified.  They  might 
show  up  at  some  odd  hour  Tuesday,  Wednesday,  or  Thursday,  or  not 
at  all.  Further,  the  men  themselves  might  not  be  in  control  of  the 
circumstances  deciding  their  appearance  at  Ford.  They  might  be  out 
of  town  when  the  recall  came,  or  they  could  be  working  elsewhere, 
and  find  it  difficult  to  get  time  off  to  come  in  to  see  whether  or 
not  they  were  really  going  t©  be  r©«@mpl©y@d®  While  the  whole  lay¬ 
off  and  recall  procedure  might  appear  to  b©  routine,  it  was,  in 
fact,  humanly  impossible  to  make  it  a  neat,  tidy  operation. 

When  an  individual  was  recalled,  he  was  processed  for  re¬ 
employment  at  the  Ford  personnel  office,  and  then,  he  was  inter¬ 
viewed  by  our  representatives  in  facilities  provided  by  the  company. 
We  asked  questions  nos.  6  through  37,  and  question  no.  l±6  (Appendix 
B-l) o  In  some  cases  answers  were  refused,  but  the  great  majority 
of  men  were  most  co-operative  and  answered  all  queries.  When  the 


(3) 


See 


Chapter  IV* 
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same  question  was  asked  twice,  we  sometimes  received  two  different 

(k) 

answers,  but  this  Is  usual  in  personal  interviewing. 

Prior  to  questioning,  w©  had  obtained  from  Ford  the  name, 
address,  birth  date,  marital  status  and  seniority  of  all  1,302  men. 
After  interviewing,  we  obtained  from  the  National  Employment  Ser¬ 
vice  (NES),  and  the  Unemployment  Insurance  Commission  (UIC),  in¬ 
formation  on  unemployment  compensation  and  supplemental  un© (employ¬ 
ment  benefits  for  each  of  the  1,302,  and  last  referral  given  by  NES 

(5) 

for  66  of  the  220  men  who  did  not  return  to  Ford, 

Our  assignment  from  the  Ontario  Economic  Council  was  to  ascer¬ 
tain  the  Impact  of  the  Ford  experience  on  a  section  of  its  employees, 
with  respect  to  who  were  they,  what  happened  to  them,  how  did  they 

live,  and  did  they  get  a  job  back.  This  Report  relates  what  ©curred* 


w 

For  example,  the  men  were  asked  if  they  had  been  gainfully 
employed  while  laid  off  (question  no.  7,  Appendix  B-l),  and  later 
in  question  no.  37*  they  were  asked  if  they  had  found  temporary 
work;  the  number  of  '•yes8^  in  the  two  questions  do  not  match®  In 
this  Report  w®  have  ignored  the  answers  to  question  no®  37* 

^Tfae  company  did  not  participate  in  the  Transitional 
Assistance  Benefits  (TAB)  plan  of  the  Federal  Government,  For  a 
summary  of  TAB  see  Appendix  E, 
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SUMMARY  AND  FINDINGS 


Chapter  I  presents  the  background  to  the  Ford  Motor  Company's 
decision  to  spend  $50  million  on  machinery  and  equipment  for  the 
engine  and  foundry  plants  in  Windsor,  Ontario.  This  background  is 
drawn  from  the  Bladen  Report  (1961),  the  Drury  Plan  (1962,  1963), 
and  the  Canada-United  States  Automotive  Trad©  Agreement  (1965)* 

Chapter  II  Indicates  the  importance  of  the  decision  to  the 
company  in  terms  of  the  number  of  men  affected,  and  in  terms  of  the 
reorganization  of  physical  facilities. 

Chapters  III,  IV  and  V  describe  the  layoff  and  recall  of  1,302 
unskilled  workers  In  detail.  The  following  points  summarize  these 
details • 

1.  Description  of  the  layoffs 

The  first  layoff  of  493  men  occurred  at  the  end  of  June,  1965; 
the  second  layoff  of  809  men  took  place  in  the  middle  of  August. 
Two-thirds  of  the  personnel  involved  in  the  first  layoff  were  re¬ 
employed  at  Ford  after  being  off  work  five  to  seven  months;  93% 
of  those  In  the  second  layoff  were  re-employed  about  four  months 
after  their  layoff.  The  following  characteristics  are  useful  in 
describing  these  layoffs  : 


Characteristic 

First  Layoff 

(493  men) 

Second  Layoff 

( 809  men) 

1.  Living  In  Windsor 

63# 

73# 

2.  Age 

88%  under  35 

93%, 35  and  older 

3*  Marital  status 

42%  single 

20%  single 

4*  Seniority 

95%  two  years'  or  less 

92%, 17  years'  or  more 

5*  Pay  class 

79%  earning  $2.44* 

$2.49  or  #2.54  Per  hour 

87%  earning  $2.44* 

#2.49  or  $2.54  Per  hour 

6.  Length  of  layoff 

5,  6  or  7  months 

4  months  or  less 

7.  Number  returning 

326  (i.e.  66$) 

786  (i.e.  93%) 

-  1 


1 

I 


-  2  - 

The  layoffs  may  be  described  also  In  terms  of  men  who  returned 

and  did  not  return  to  Ford: 


Characteristic 
Living  in  Windsor 
Age 

Marital  status 


Seniority 


Temporary  job 


If 

I 

I 

I 

3« 

I 

i 

i 

5.  Pay  class 

I 
I 
I 

i 

t 

i 
i 
i 

r 

i 
i 


Drew  both  XJC  and 
SUB  benefits 

Drew  neither  UC 
nor  SUB  benefits 


UC 


SUB 


Returned  (1,082  men) 

72$  of  1*0820 

30$  of  the  1,082  men  were 
under  35 1  (67$  of  the  men 
under  35  returned )0 

24$  of  the  X,G82  were 
single;  (?0$  of  single  and 
88$  of  married  men  returned). 


Not  Returned  (220  men) 
75$  of  220. 

72$  of  th©  220  men  war© 
under  35* 

50$  of  the  220  were 
s ingle. 


29$  of  th©  1*082  had  2  years'  75$  of  the  220  had  two 
or  less  ;  Gkfog  17  years*  or  years'  of  less;  20$  17 

more;  (65$  of  2  vears ’  or  years'  or  more, 

less  returned;  94$  of  17 
years'  or  more  returned). 


76  men  earned  $2*39  per  hr= 
or  lass  at  layoff*  6l  of 

them  did  not  return. 


86$  of  those  earning  $2,44 
to  $2.54  Per  hr.  when  laid 
off  returned . 

90$  of  first  layoff  found  a 
job  early  in  their  layoff  - 
half  of  them  had  a  job  for 
full  length  of  layoff;  15$  of 
second  layoff  had  a  temporary 
job. 

25$  of  first  layoff  returning  10$  of  first  layoff  not 
drew  benefits;  72$  of  second,  returning;  30$  of  second. 

45$  of  first  layoff  returning  70$  of  first  layoff  not 
did  not  draw  any  benefits;  returning;  40$  of  second. 
15$  of  second. 

50$  of  first  layoff  returning  25  to  30$  of  nonreturnees 
drew  benefits,  for  an  average  drew  benefits;  average 
of  7  or  8  weeks;  75$  of  length  of  draw  was  one 

second  drew  benefits  for  an  month, 
average  of  11  or  12  weeks. 

28$  of  first  layoff  returning  13$  of  first  layoff  and 
—  for  7  or  8  weeks;  80$  of  60$  of  second  drew  SUB; 

second  for  11  or  12  weeks.  drew  for  1  month  if  first 

layoff,  3  months  if  second. 


2.  Experiences  of  the  laid -off  men 

Of  the  1,082  men  who  returned,  267  did  not  use  unemployment 

compensation  (UC)  or  supplemental  unemployment  benefits  (SUB)  while 
laid  off  either  because  they  were  working  or  because  their  layoff 
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period  was  short* 

There  were  32?  men  who  averaged  #68  a  week  in  combined  UC  and 
SUB  benefits  while  drawing  benefits;  and  II4.I4.  who  had  #76  a  week  in 
combined  UC  and  SUB  benefits*  The  remainder  (about  30$)  had  various 
combinations  of  UC  and  SUB. 

The  first  layoff  men  drew  benefits  for  seven  or  eight  weeks  on 
the  average,  and  virtually  all  who  used  benefits  exhausted  them  half 
way  through  the  layoff  period*  The  second  layoff  men  drew  benefits 
for  11  or  12  weeks,  and  most  of  them  found  their  benefits  lasting 
for  th©  full  layoff  period  since  they  also  were  entitled  to  a  paid 
vacation  of  two  or  three  weeks* 

While  the  layoff  period  was  disruptive  and  often  difficult, 
there  was  little  evidence  of  extreme  hardship,  as  measured  by 
children  leaving  school,  families  losing  homes  or  selling  household 
furniture,  or  appeals  to  the  city  for  assistance*  The  second  layoff 
group  lived  for  the  most  part  on  UC,  SUB,  and  past  savings;  the  first 
layoff  people  also  relied  on  these  resources,  but  most  importantly 
they  found  temporary  work*  At  least  90$  of  the  first  layoff  people 
were  gainfully  employed  while  away  from  Ford*  About  lf>$  of  those 
in  the  second  layoff  obtained  temporary  work  —  probably  all  who 
actively  sought  work.  At  least  half  the  men  who  found  employment 
held  their  job  for  the  full  layoff  period. 

Most  of  th©  220  who  did  not  return  to  Ford  went  to  work  right 
away,  without  using  either  UC  or  SUB.  Some  of  the  men  left  Windsor, 
a  small  number  retired,  but  most  found  jobs  in  the  immediate  area® 

On  the  basis  of  last  referral  by  the  National  Employment  Service, 
they  found  work  as  labourers  in  other  auto  plants,  in  feeder  or 
parts  plaints,  or  in  related  companies. 

3*  Find ings 

a.  It  may  seem  trivial  to  say  that  nothing  reduces  technological 
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unemployment  In  one  occupational  or  Industrial  area  quite  like  a 
labour  shortage  in  a  competitive  occupational  or  industrial  area* 

Yet,  however  self-evident  it  may  be,  this  was  an  economic  fact  of 
life  during  the  layoff  period,  and  it  had  great  relevance  to  the 
experiences  of  the  laid-off  workers*  The  availability  of  alterna¬ 
tive  temporary  work  was  of  major  importance  in  accounting  for  the 
lack  of  resort  to  extreme  economic  measures  by  the  laid-off  men® 

b»  Substantial  reorganization  of  production  facilities,  and 
the  Introduction  of  modern  machinery  and  equipment^ challenged  the 
ingenuity  of  management.  Theoretically  it  should  have  been  possible 
to  schedule  layoffs  and  recalls  in  an  orderly  manner.  In  practice, 
it  proved  impossible.  The  recall  schedules  were  especially  diffi¬ 
cult  to  plan,  so  much  so  that  they  were  altered  almost  daily.  As 
it  turned  out,  th®  employees  were  on  layoff  for  a  shorter  time  than 
had  been  anticipated®  Late  April  of  1966  was  the  estimated  date 
of  last  recall.  In  fact,  all  were  back  by  late  February,  and  several 
hundred  new  men  were  hired  in  March  and  April.  The  production 
schedules  tentatively  established  in  September  were  not  only  met, 
but  output  exceeded  expectations  substantially  for  the  following 
seven  or  eight  months. 

c®  There  is  some  evidence  that  the  men  are  more  content  in 
their  new  environment®  This  attitude  may  change,  ©specially  if  it 
is  due  only  to  the  newness  of  the  surroundings,  or  to  the  fact  of 
returning  to  permanent  employment.  However  there  is  more  than  a 
possibility  that  th©  efficiency  of  the  new  operations  has  given  the 
workers  a  sense  of  stability  and  accomplishment  which  formerly  had 
been  impossible  to  achieve.  When  186  varieties  of  engines  run  on 
an  assembly  line,  bottlenecks  are  inevitable,  and  therefore  wasted 
time  and  slack  periods  are  common.  This  in  turn,  results  in  dis¬ 
interest  among  the  workers;  but  when  the  production  operation  is 
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efficient  and  well-run,  this  exerts  a  positive  influence  on  employees. 

d.  The  experiences  of  the  Ford  workers  may  well  be  unique, 
and  not  duplicated  as  non-automotive  plants  modernize,  reorganize 
and  automate.  The  tremendous  demand  for  automobiles,  arising  out 
of  a  prosperous  economy,  and  especially  the  sizeable  growth  in  de¬ 
mand  generated  by  the  Canada-United  States  Automotive  Trad©  Agree¬ 
ment,  made  it  possible  in  late  1965  and  early  1966  to  call  back 
relatively  quickly  all  those  laid  off  at  Ford,  and  to  hire  several 
hundred  additional  workers  as  well.  But  what  if  demand  had  been 
stable  or  declining?  The  high  seniority  workers  would  have  been 
out  of  work  for  a  longer  period,  using  up  more  UC  and  SUB  benefits, 
while  the  low  seniority  workers  would  have  faced  an  indefinite  lay¬ 
off  with  benefits  exhausted  long  before  the  termination  of  their 
layoff. 

As  it  happened,  however,  there  were  numerous  openings  in  local 
industry  for  unskilled  workers.  But  in  less  prosperous  times  their 
economic  experiences  might  well  have  been  quite  different.  When 
temporary  jobs  are  available,  laid-off  men  are  not  inclined  to  take 
training  programmes.  Whether  those  workers  would  have  participated 
in  such  programmes  under  other  circumstances  is  speculation.  At 
least  it  is  reasonable  to  think  that  ordinarily  a  training  programme 
would  be  needed,  not  so  much  for  the  workers  who  will  be  recalled  — 
Ford  has  shown  the  employer  can  retrain  the  workers  as  they  are 
recalled  —  but  for  those  who  will  not  be  recalled  for  an  indefinite 
time.  The  men  at  Ford  did  not  need  to  develop  job  mobility,  except 
to  a  very  limited  extent.  Ordinarily  such  development  would  be  of 
critical  importance.  One  fact  which  emerged  was  that  the  older  men 
(in  sharp  contrast  to  the  younger  men)  were  not  hired  into  production 
jobs  in  other  factories. 


CHAPTER  I 

Events  leading  Up  To  The  Ford  Decision 

To  Reorganize  Production  Facilities 

Canada's  long-standing  imbalance  of  motor  vehicle  trade  with  the 
United  States  and  the  rest  of  the  world,  and  the  relatively  less  efficient 
operation  of  the  Canadian  automobile  industry  represent  the  major  problems  which 
finally  led  to  the  Canada-United  States  Automotive  Trade  Agreement  in  19 65. 

A  number  of  events  preceded  this  agreement.  In  August  of  I960,  a  Royal 

Commission,  under  the  chairmanship  of  Vincent  Bladen,  Dean  of  the  College  of  Arts 

at  the  University  of  Toronto,  was  established  to  prepare  an  economic  analysis  of 

the  Canadian  automobile  industry.  A  decade  earlier,  under  the  pressure  of  strong 

domestic  demand,  Canada  had  become  a  net  importer  of  motor  vehicles  for  the  first 

time  in  the  history  of  the  Canadian  industry.  Three  years  after  that,  in  1953 5 

Canadian  vehicle  production  was  481,000  units  (the  high  point  for  the  1950’s, 

as  it  turned  out),  with  exports  and  imports  about  balancing  each  other.  By 

(1) 

I960  exports  had  dropped  by  two-thirds  and  imports  had  tripled,  with  imports 
accounting  for  one-third  of  all  motor  vehicles  sold  in  Canada. 

Combined  with  the  adverse  trade  balance,  and  indeed  partly  responsible 
for  it  (at  least  as  far  as  trade  with  the  United  States  was  concerned)  was 
the  inability  of  the  Canadian  industry  to  produce  on  a  scale  large  enough  to 
reap  the  benefits  of  mass  production. 

(D 

See  Report,  Royal  Commission  on  the  Automotive  Industry,  April,  1961 
(Ottawa)  p.  11.  (Often  called  "The  Bladen  Report"). 
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As  Dean  Bladen  stated  In  the  Report:  "In  processes  for  which  the 
optimum  scale  of  production  is  very  high#  such  as  large  body  stamp¬ 
ings  and  automatic  transmissions#  even  total  Canadian  requirements 

„(2) 

would  not  warrant  production  in  Canada.  Considerations  about 

optimum  scale  of  operations  were  and  are  becoming  Increasingly  im¬ 
portant  through  the  1960’s.  More  and  more  does  the  technology  of 
the  Industry  demand  expansive  and  specialized  machinery*  This  In 
turn,  requires  increasing  volumes  before  low  unit  costs  can  be 
achieved • 

Many  proposals  have  been  made  about  the  problem  of  high  unit 
costs  because  of  low  volumes.  Most  of  them  are  patently  unworkable. 
One  typical  suggestion  is  to  Mgive"  the  Canadian  market  to  one  pro¬ 
ducer,  or  at  least  to  one  model  of  a  few  makes,  such  as  one  model 
of  Ford,  one  of  Chevrolet,  and  one  of  Plymouth.  Dean  Bladen  did. 

In  fact,  listen  to  testimony  about  the  advantages  of  the  hypothe¬ 
tical  Canadian1  car.  The  concept  may  b©  Interpreted  to  imply  a 
’Volkswagen  approach1  whereby  large  volumes  can  be  produced,  because 
there  is  only  one  model,  and  because  the  one  basic  style  is  unchanged 
for  a  number  of  years.  However,  the  realities  of  Canadian  economic, 
business  and  political  Ilf©  are  thought  to  make  such  a  proposal 
impractical,  since  people  appear  to  want  variety  and  are  willing 
to  pay  for  it. 

But  the  goal  —  one  plant  producing  large  volumes  with  little 
variety  --  certainly  has  merits  from  a  unit  cost  point  of  view. 

Thus,  while  It  Is  not  practical  to  establish  a  monopoly  to  produce 
a  "people’s  car",  perhaps  something  can  be  done  to  reach  the 


(2) 


Ibid. ,  p •  2ij. 
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desirable  goal  of  lower  unit  costs  (and  hopefully  lower  selling 
prices)  while  maintaining  satisfactory  profit  margins.  Obviously 
all  this  can  be  achieved  only  in  the  setting  of  a  larger  Canadian 
market  than  currently  exists  or  can  be  expected  to  exist  in  the 
future.  A  North  American  market  rather  than  a  purely  Canadian  mar¬ 
ket,  would  appear  to  be  a  desirable  alternative. 

On  this  score  Dean  Bladen  was  attracted  by  the  submission  of 
the  Ford  Motor  Company  of  Canada,  recommending  exploration  of  pro¬ 
posals  for  oloser  integration  of  the  productive  facilities  of  the 
Canadian  and  American  manufacturers.  Ford  said  in  its  submission, 
that  such  integration  "could  provide  Canadian  producers  with  the 
full-cost  benefits  of  U.S.  mass  production  which  could  then  be  pas¬ 
sed  on  to  Canadian  consumers.  Adequately  controlled  by  inter- 
government  agreement  to  Insure  continued  growth  of  the  Canadian 
industry  relative  to  the  Canadian  economy,  this  arrangement  could 
result  in  important  benefits  to  Canadian  consumers  through  lower 
prices . 

The  recommendations  of  the  Report  were  unilateral  rather  than 
bilateral.  The  recommendation  that  caught  the  Imagination  of  the 
government  seemed  to  stem  from  two  separate  submissions.  One  of 
these  proposed  that  Canadian  production  should  be  the  same  share  of 
North  American  production  as  sales  in  Canada  were  of  North  American 
sales.  At  the  time,  Canadian  production  was  about  four  per  cent  of 
North  American  production,  while  sales  in  Canada  ran  close  to  eight 
per  cent.  These  two  statistics  dramatically  suggested  a  goal  — 
production  to  match  sales.  The  other  submission  closely  related  to 

(3) 

Ibid.,  p.  1|JL. 
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It  waa  "...  to  allow  credit  for  Canadian  content  purposes  for  parts 
made  in  Canada  but  used  in  American  production.  Our  e  •  •  industry 
might  well  reduce  the  number  of  parts  they  are  making  but  gain 
greatly  increased  volume  on  the  remainder  •  •• 

These  two  concepts  were  combined  to  form  the  Commission’s  most 
striking  recommendation,  namely  that  cars  and  parts  be  imported 
duty  free  provided  Canadian  content  requirements  be  met,  or  in 

(5) 

effect,  that  Canadian  content  be  (e.g.)  60$.  The  conviction  was 

that  the  Canadian  industry  would  suffer  from  the  disadvantages  of 

low-volume  production  as  long  as  it  was  geared  only  to  the  Canadian 

market*  But  if  Canadian  manufacturers  could  produce  for  a  wider 

market  and  at  the  same  time  had  duty-free  access  to  the  high  volume 

low-cost  producers  of  the  United  States,  then  they  might  break 

(6) 

through  the  limits  imposed  by  low-volume  production. 

The  next  event  after  the  publication  of  the  Royal  Commission 
Report  in  1961  was  the  introduction  of  the  Drury  Plan,  named  after 
the  Hon.  C.M.  Drury,  P.C.,  Federal  Minister  of  Industry.  The  Plan 
became  operative  in  late  1962  and  was  modified  a  year  later. 

The  Drury  Plan  of  October  1962  involved  the  rebate  of  import 
duties  on  transmissions  and  engine  blocks  if  exports  increased.  For 
every  dollar  of  Canadian  content  of  exports  of  motor  vehicle  parts 
in  excess  of  the  Canadian  content  of  exports  of  parts  during  the 


(i^Ibid.,  p.  1|6. 
libido,  pp.  58  ff. 

(6)For  a  critical  evaluation  of  the  Report  see  H.  G.  Johnson, 
’’The  Bladen  Plan  for  Increased  Production  of  the  Canadian  Automotive 
Industry",  The  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics  and  Political  Science, 
Vol.  29  No.  2  (May  1963)  pp.  212-38. 
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base  period  from  November  1,  1961  to  October  31,  1962,  duties  were 

to  be  remitted  on  a  dollar  of  transmission  or  engine  Imports.  The 

Plan  was  so  effective  that  It  was  extended  in  October  1963*  Tariffs 

on  all  imports  of  motor  vehicles  and  original  equipment  parts  were 

to  be  remitted  to  the  extent  that  the  Canadian  content  of  exports 

of  motor  vehicles  and  parts  of  the  company  in  question  exceeded  that 

of  the  base  period,  November  1,  1961  to  October  31#  1962. 

The  Drury  Plan  was  the  forerunner  of  the  Canada-United  States 

Automotive  Trade  Agreement  of  1965*  This  1965  Agreement  came  as  a 

surprise  to  many  people  who  had  forecast  that  the  Drury  Plan  would 

result  in  the  imposition  of  countervailing  duties  by  the  United 

( 7) 

States  government. 

Technically,  a  proposal  like  the  Drury  Plan  is  called  an  ?? ex¬ 
port  subsidy”.  It  was  condemned  by  many  in  the  United  States  on 
political  grounds  as  a  violation  of  the  General  Agreement  on  Tariffs 
and  Trade  (GATT).  It  was  condemned  also  by  some  people  in  both  the 

United  States  and  Canada  as  thinly-disguised  (and  probably  unrecog- 

( 8 ) 

nized)  protectionism.  The  alleged  violation  was  never  tested  in 
American  courts  but  there  is  fairly  widespread  conviction  that 
American  parts  manufacturers  would  have  been  successful  in  persuad¬ 
ing  the  American  government  to  retaliate,  for  example,  by  higher 


See  for  example  P.  Wonnacott,  ’’Canadian  Automotive  Protection: 
Content  Provisions,  The  Bladen  Plan,  and  Recent  Tariff  Changes”, 

The  Canadian  Journal  of  Economics  and  Political  Science,  XXVI,  No.  1 
(Feb.  1965),  pp.  115-16. 

^^See  H.  G.  Johnson,  "The  New  Tariff  for  the  Automotive 
Industry",  The  Business  Quarterly,  Vol.  29#  No.  1  (Spring  1964) 
pp.  43-57;  A.  Deutsch,  "Roll  6ut  the  Tariff",  Queen's  Quarterly, 

Vol.  LXXII,  No.  1  (Spring  1965),  pp.  169-77. 
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tariffs,  if  the  Plan  had  continued  in  operation*  But  in  1965*  a. 
little  over  a  year  after  it  had  gone  into  effect,  it  was  replaced 
by  the  Canada-United  States  Automotive  Trade  Agreement. 

The  Agreement  was  sigped  in  January)1965  by  the  Prime  Minister 
of  Canada  and  the  President  of  the  United  States.  It  went  into 
effect  at  once  in  Canada,  but  it  was  not  until  the  following  October 
that  the  Agreement  was  approved  by  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
and  made  retroactive  to  January  19,  1965*  Under  the  pact,  Canadian 
produced  vehicles  and  parts  are  allowed  into  the  United  States  duty 
free,  while  Canada  permits  "qualified"  Canadian  automotive  manu¬ 
facturers  to  import  vehicles  and  parts  without  duty  if  certain 
conditions  are  met. 

Specifically,  Canadian  manufacturers  must  (1)  continue  to 
spend  as  much  in  Canada  on  auto  production  as  in  the  base  year  (the 
1964  model;  August  1,  1963  to  July  31,  1964),  (2)  maintain  a  ratio 
of  the  value  of  production  of  vehicles  and  parts  in  Canada  to  sales 
equal  to  that  of  the  base  year,  (3)  increase  spending  on  Canadian 
vehicles  and  parts  production. 

The  goal,  from  Canada’s  view,  is  to  raise  Canada’s  share  of 
North  American  automotive  production  from  four  per  cent  prevailing 
prior  to  the  Agreement,  to  eight  per  cent,  i.e.  the  same  as  Canada’s 
share  of  sales.  This  goal  is  to  be  reached  through  rationalization, 
more  specialization,  greater  efficiency,  and  leading,  in  some  views, 
to  Canadian  car  prices  more  nearly  in  line  with  U.S.  prices.  Ap¬ 
proximately  $250  million  of  trade  deficit  will  be  wiped  out  by  the 
end  of  1967  if  the  Canadian  producers  expand  according  to  their 
agreements  with  the  Canadian  government. 

Opinions  regarding  the  Agreement  have  been  many  and  varied. 
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ranging  from  "a  $50  million  a  year  give-away  to  f oreign-owned  manu¬ 
facturers”  to  "the  most  important  piece  of  Canadian  legislation  in 
this  century”,  with  plenty  of  comments  in  between,  many  of  them 

attacking  the  secrecy  surrounding  the  government- company  arrange- 

(9) 

raents  as  to  how  much  sales  and  production  are  to  increase.  For 
the  most  part,  the  criticisms  have  been  directed  to  methods  rather 
than  purpose,  for  the  incontrovertible  fact  is  that  great  variety 
with  small  scale  is  not  economical.  For  example,  when  Ford  makes 
sixty  models  of  six  different  cars  at  its  Oakville  plant,  but  only 
two  or  three  models  are  assembled  at  any  on©  plant  in  the  U.S.,  or 
when  186  models  of  engines  are  produced  instead  of  eight,  then  the 
savings  potential  through  rationalization  is  great. 

In  this  Report  w©  are  interested  in  on©  consequence  of  the 
Automotive  Trad©  Agreement  --  the  decision  of  the  Ford  Motor  Company 
of  Canada  to  spend  $50  million  reorganizing  its  engine  and  foundry 
operations  at  Windsor,  Ontario,  with  a  view  to  producing  a  greater 
volume  of  a  more  limited  line  of  automobile  engines. 


( q  \ 

V7/A  few  illustrations : 

W.G.  Phillips  in  the  Windsor  Star  January  26,  1965 J  R.  A.  Matthews , 
"The  Auto  Plan”,  The  Canad  ian  I^orum,  May  1965,  pp<>  30-31;  R*  D.  Brown, 
"Bilateral  Chariot”,  The  Canadian  Forum,  December  1965>  PP*  197-99; 

A.  MacKenzie  in  the  Windsor  Star,  December  31*  1965. 


CHAPTER  II 


Reorganization  Of  Plant, 

Equipment  And  Personnel  At  Windsor 

Ford  Motor  Company  (U.S.)  was  organized  at  Detroit  Michigan, 
on  June  16,  1903,  and  on  August  17  of  the  following  year,  Ford 
Motor  Company  of  Canada  was  established  at  Windsor,  with  Initially 
subscribed  shareholder  capital  of  #125,000.  In  that  first  year  the 
Canadian  company,  with  seventeen  employees,  produced  117  automo¬ 
biles,  10?  of  which  were  two  cylinder  Model  C’s;  ten  were  four  cy¬ 
linder  Model  B*s  which  developed  twenty  horsepower*  In  1907,  pro¬ 
duction  totaled  327  cars;  486  in  1909*  By  1917,  output  exceeded 
57,000  units  annually.  The  company  reached  a  production  level  of 
100,000  for  the  first  time  in  1926.  In  March  of  1931,  the  one- 
millionth  Canadian  Ford  came  off  the  assembly  line.  By  1959,  3°5 
million  cars  and  trucks  had  been  produced;  by  the  end  of  1965,  the 
company  had  assembled  a  total  of  4.6  million  vehicles. 

Ford  of  Canada  began  operations  in  190ij.  with  seventeen  employ¬ 
ees;  by  1911  over  1,000  were  on  the  payroll;  the  total  for  1959  was 
19,336o  Current  employment  (May  1966)  is  approximately  11,000 
hourly  and  lj.,000  salaried  employees.  With  the  completion  of  the 
new  assembly  plant  in  St.  Thomas,  Ontario,  programmed  for  next  year, 
the  total  work  force  is  expected  to  increase  by  not  less  than  2,500. 

Operations  began  in  a  2-J  story  brick  building  on  the  site  of 
the  present  Windsor  plant  with  one  drill  press,  powered  by  a  belt 
attached  to  a  rear  wheel  of  a  Ford  car0  By  1917,  the  Windsor  plant 
contained  over  300,000  square  feet  of  manufacturing  area,  and  cars 
were  also  being  assembled  at  London,  Toronto,  Montreal,  Winnipeg, 
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and  St*  John.  In  1935*  an  assembly  plant  was  opened  In  Vancouver.' 
In  the  aarly  days  of  the  company,  when  so  many  parts  of  the  car 
were  imported,  small  assembly  plants  were,  perhaps,  economically 
feasible,  but  with  the  development  of  mass  production,  assembly- 
line-type  of  output,  it  became  necessary  to  consolidate  facilities. 
Outside  Windsor  the  only  assembly  plant  to  operate  after  World  War 
II  was  located  in  Vancouver,  and  it  too  was  shut  down  by  I9I4.8, 
leaving  Windsor  as  the  sole  source  of  Canadian  production. 

But,  the  demand  for  cars  was  rising,  reflecting  the  rising 
standard  of  living  of  the  Canadian  people:  in  1946*  the  Industry 
—  resuming  civilian  production,  which  had  been  suspended  in  19l|2 
--  produced  92,000  cars  (plus  80,000  trucks);  In  19l|-8,  Ford  pro¬ 
duction  alone  exceeded  100,000  units*  To  meet  the  increasing  de¬ 
mand,  Ford  began  a  vigorous  modernization  programme  after  World  War 
II.  In  19^0,  the  Windsor  powerhouse  was  expanded  at  a  cost  of  $7 
million.  In  May  1953*  a  new  final  assembly  plant  was  opened  at 
Oakville,  Ontario,  and  assembly  ceased  at  Windsor.  The  latter  plant 
was  converted  to  the  manufacture  of  automobile  engines,  while  other 
Windsor  production  facilities  remained  basically  unchanged.  Ap¬ 
proximately  4*438  hourly-rated  people  are  currently  employed  in  the 
Windsor  operations. 

To  satisfy  a  diversified,  though  limited  market,  the  Windsor 
plant  turned  out  seven  different  engine  blocks  which,  with  numerous 
variations  in  block  bore,  axle  ratio,  carburetion,  etc.,  could  be 
made  up  into  186  varieties  of  engines.  Obviously,  long  production 
runs  were  out  of  the  question  under  these  conditions  and,  as  might 
be  expected,  the  plant  was  filled  with  over  2,000  multi-purpose 
metal-working  machines:  grinders,  drills,  broaches,  boring  machines 


■ 


. 


-  15  - 


and  the  like  which,  collectively,  were  rather  low  in  productivity 
compared  to  th©  automated,  integrated  production  line  of,  say,  the 
Ford  engine  plant  at  Cleveland,  Ohio*  Under  these  conditions,  the 
Windsor  engine  plant  operating  at  capacity,  turned  out  about  900 
engines  per  day*  Before  th©  changeover  to  automated  production, 
average  hourly-crated  employment  in  the  foundry  was  925;  in  th©  en¬ 
gine  plant  about  1,100* 

As  a  result  of  the  Canada-United  States  Automotive  Trade 
Agreement,  the  entire  North  American  market  for  cars  and  original 
equipment  opened  up  to  Canadian  producers,  and  Ford  decided  to  make 
Windsor  a  major  engine  plant,  embodying  the  latest  in  high-speed 
automated  (continuous,  integrated  and  electronically  controlled) 
metal-working  machinery. 

In  June  of  1965,  the  plant  produced  its  last  engine  with  the 
old  equipment,  and  the  reorganization  of  the  facility  began. 

During  the  shutdown  (throughout  this  period  Canadian  Fords  were  built 
with  U.S. -supplied  engines)  900  of  2,008  pieces  of  equipment  were 
removed  from  the  plant  and  disposed  of,  while  ^25  new  pieces  were 
brought  in*  It  should  be  noted  that  there  is  limited  significance 
in  any  comparison  of  numbers  here;  ten  drill  presses  boring  a  total 
of  ten  holes  might  be  replaced  with  one  new  unit  boring,  say,  fif¬ 
teen  holes.  Nevertheless,  some  concept  of  th©  size  and  complexity 
of  the  changeover  can  be  gained  simply  from  noting  that  a  movement 
of  1,125  machines  Is  involved* 

After  th©  changeover,  employment  in  th©  foundry,  where  the 
blocks  (and  certain  other  components)  are  cast,  rose  to  1,079  hourly- 
rated  personnel,  an  increase  of  154°  By  June  of  1966,  employment 
in  the  engine  plant  totaled  1,600,  up  500  over  the  pre-reorganizational 
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figure  of  1,100.  Since  there  were  organizational  changes  in  the 
latter  facility,  exact  comparison  on  a  before-and-af ter  basis  is 
difficult,  and  it  should  be  understood  that  the  figures  presented 
are  subject  to  some  modification.  For  example.  Central  Maintenance, 
formerly  assigned  to  the  Engine  Plant, ^  ^  was  reorganized  and  as¬ 
signed  to  the  Transmission  and  Chassis  Plant.  However,  in  spite  of 
the  differences,  the  comparisons  presented  are,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  writers,  substantially  valid. 

Revamping  production  methods  brought  changes  in  the  nature  of 
the  work  performed  by  many  of  the  hourly-rated  personnel.  Less 
physical  effort  is  needed,  but  in  many  instances  more  responsibi¬ 
lity  is  involved,  or  a  greater  degree  of  alertness  is  required. 

Many  of  the  workers  had  to  be  retrained ;  operative  employees  were 
retrained  on  the  job;  100  maintenance  people  went  through  a  formal 
training  programme  lasting,  in  some  cases,  several  months.  Manage¬ 
ment  reports  that  more  workers  see  themselves  as  technicians  rather 
than  machine  operators;  foremen  report  fewer  grievances  and  state 
that  their  job  has  become  less  difficult  as  machines  take  over  more 
and  more  of  the  work  and  increasingly  control  the  work  pace.  Auto¬ 
mation  has  given  a  new  status  to  the  hourly-rated  employees,  with 
a  potentially  great  effect  for  worker  morale. 

The  product  has  changed  significantly.  Instead  of  seven  engine 
blocks,  the  plant  now  produces  one  (the  #289  CID,  a  V-6  type). 


Now  a  separate  Company  named  ENSITE  Limited,  wholly  owned 
by  Ford,  but  organized  to  take  advantage  of  certain  tax  concessions 
available  to  designated  areas.  Windsor  was  so  designated  until 
September,  1965><> 
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Instead  of  186  varieties  (built  out  of  the  seven  blocks),  there  are 
now  assembled  only  eight,  and  output  has  doubled  to  1,300  engines 
per  day,'  '  More  than  £0 %  of  all  production  is  for  export.  Engines 
produced  in  Windsor  are  used  in  many  of  the  Ford  cars  assembled  In 
the  United  States,  With  this  new  engine  plant  Canada  has  acquired 
one  of  the  most  modern  facilities  of  its  type  on  the  North  American 
continent. 


(2) 

Ford  officials  preferred  not  to  release  production  figures; 
the  above  estimates  of  production  were  supplied  to  the  writers  by 
Mr,  Hugh  Peacock,  Research  Director,  Canadian  Region,  UAW. 


CHAPTER  III 


The  Total  Layoff  — -  1,302  Men 

In  June  and  August  of  1965#  the  Ford  Motor  Company  of  Canada 
laid  off  1,391  of  its  employees  in  Windsor,  Ontario,  while  new  equip¬ 
ment  was  being  installed  and  production  facilities  reorganized  In 

(15 

the  foundry  and  engine  plants*  This  Report  is  concerned  with 
1,302  of  the  1,391  employees  —  the  difference  of  89  is  accounted 
for  by  86  men  laid  off  twice,  and  three  men  for  whom  the  informa- 
tion  we  had  was  invalid  and  could  not  be  used*  The  men  laid  off 
twice  are  included  in  the  first  layoff,  and  not  the  second,  because 
they  were  low  seniority  employees. 

The  number  1,302  divides  into  ij.93  on  the  first  layoff,  and  809 
on  the  second  layoff.  For  the  June  layoff  of  ij.93#  a  total  of  16? 
never  returned  to  Ford  while  326  did  return*  Of  the  326,  two  hand* 
red  and  thirty-four  were  Interviewed  at  recall  time  and  were  asked 
the  questions  Indicated  in  the  questionnaire  (Appendix  B-l) .  For 
the  August  layoff  of  809,  all  but  53  returned  to  Ford.  Of  the  756 
who  returned,  IpO?  were  interviewed.  Most  (i*e.  250)  of  those  not 
interviewed  could  scarcely  be  called  e3Xaid  offn  since  they  had 


While  only  the  engine  and  foundry  operations  were  Involved 
directly  in  modernization,  employees  In  other  plants  were  affected 
because  of  seniority  provisions  of  the  Labour-Management  agreement. 
Thus,  only  about  half  of  the  la id -off  employees  were  engine  and 
foundry  workers  --  the  rest  were  ^bumped^  off  their  jobs  by  higher 
seniority  engine  and  foundry  employees.  Altogether  about  700  un¬ 
skilled  men  bumped  lower  seniority  people  in  other  departments  and 
plants*  Employment  of  unskilled  workers  in  the  engine  plant  went 
to  zero,  but  foundry  employment  declined  by  about  200  since  many 
operations  continued  during  the  changeover.  In  addition,  more  than 
300  skilled  men  in  the  engine  plant  kept  their  jobs  (or  had  alterna¬ 
tive  jobs)  during  the  changeover  (e.g.  worked  in  maintenance,  or 
assisted  in  the  changeover  itself). 


-  18  - 


-  19  - 


vacation  time  coming  to  them  and  were  re-employed  during  September, 
We  felt  that  these  2$0  would  unduly  influence  the  relative  import¬ 
ance  of  answers  given,  so  we  concentrated  on  returning  employees 
after  the  end  of  September,  This  means  we  interviewed  lj.07  of  a 
possible  506.  (See  Appendix  A). 

Set  out  below  in  tabular  form  is  a  listing  of  employees  who 
are  the  main  subject  of  this  investigation. 


Total 

interviewed  (laid  off  and 

returned ) 

First  layoff 

23k 

Second  layoff 

k°l 

Mkk 

Total 

laid  off  and  returned 

First  layoff 

326 

Second  layoff 

7S6 

1.082 

Total 

laid  off  and  not  returned 

First  layoff 

16? 

Second  layoff 

-ll 

220 

Total 

layoff 

1,302 

Tables  1  through  20  which  follow,  examine  the  total  layoff 
from  four  points  of  view: 

1.  The  number  of  men  involved  in  the  first  layoff,  in  the 
second  layoff,  and  the  total  of  the  two  layoffs. 

2o  The  number  of  employees  who  returned,  and  who  did  not 
return  (the  total  of  both  layoffs). 

3.  Those  who  returned  and  those  who  did  not  return  from 
the  first  layoff. 

4*  Those  who  returned  and  those  who  did  not  return  from 
the  second  layoff. 
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Residence  of  All  Laid-Off  Employees 


Place 

of 

Residence 

First  Layoff 

*T '  ~  -  — 

Second  Layoff 

Total  Layoff 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Windsor 

311 

63.1 

631 

78.0 

942 

72.4 

Outside 
Wind  sor 

182 

36.9 

178 

22.0 

360 

27.6 

Total 

493 

100.0 

809 

100.0 

1,302 

100.0 

Table  1 


lo  First  and  Second  Layoff 
a.  Residence  of  All  Lald-Off  Employees 

About  72$  of  the  1,302  laid-off  employees  lived  in 
Windsor,  with  a  lower  proportion  for  the  first  layoff  than 
for  the  second  —  63#  of  the  first  layoff  and  78$  of  the 
second.  The  difference  Is  accounted  for  largely  by  the 
tendency  of  older  people  to  live  close  to  their  work,  and 
since  the  second  layoff  was  made  up  mainly  of  older  workers 
there  Is  a  higher  proportion  of  Windsorltes  in  the  second 
layoff  than  in  the  first. 
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Age  of  All  La id -Off  Employees 


Age 

Group 

First  Layoff 

Second  Layoff 

Total  Layoff 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

15  -  19 

10 

2.0 

1 

0.1 

11 

0.8 

20-24 

179 

36.3 

8 

1.0 

187 

14.4 

25  -  34 

243 

49.3 

kl 

5.8 

290 

22.3 

35-44 

59 

12.0 

180 

22.2 

239 

18.4 

45  -  54 

2 

0.4 

243 

30.0 

245 

18.8 

55  -  64 

0 

0.0 

261 

32.3 

261 

20.0 

65  -  69 

0 

0.0 

69 

8.6 

69 

5.3 

Total 

493 

100.0 

809 

100.0 

1,302 

100.0 

Table  2 

b •  Age  of  All  Lald-Off  Employees 

About  55$  were  under  45  years  of  age.  However,  on  the 
first  layoff  virtually  everyone  was  under  45,  while  on  the 
second  layoff  more  than  70 %  were  45  or  over.  We  can  antici¬ 
pate  that, since  layoff  was  primarily  by  seniority,  the  first 
layoff  was  low  seniority  people  (and  therefore  young  workers), 
and  the  second  was  higher  seniority  (and  older)  employees. 
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Marital  Status  of  All  L&id-Off  Employees 


Marital 

Status 

First  Layoff 

Second  Layoff 

Total  Layoff 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Single 

210 

1+2.6 

162 

20.0 

372 

28.6 

Married 

277 

56.2 

619 

76.5 

896 

68.8 

W,  D,  S* 

6 

1.2 

28 

3.5 

31*. 

2.6 

Total 

14-93 

100.0 

809 

100.0 

1,302 

100.0 

#  Widowed,  Divorced,  Separated 


Table  3 

c.  Marital  Status  of  All  Laid -Off  Employees 

Thirty  per  cent  of  the  employees  laid  off  were  unmarried. 
Single  men  constituted  1+2$  of  the  first  layoff,  and  20$  of 
the  second  layoff.  However,  these  differences  are  a  matter 
of  age,  rather  than  first  or  second  layoff,  and  marital 
status  proved  not  to  be  an  important  variable  for  this  study. 
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Seniority  of  All  Laid-Off  Employees 


Number 

of 

Years 

First  Layoff 

Second  Layoff 

Total  Layoff 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Less  than 
one 

221 

14.8 

0 

0.0 

221 

17.0 

1  to  2 

50.3 

6 

0.7 

254 

19.5 

More  than 
2,  less 
than  17 

23 

65 

8.0 

88 

6.8 

17  or  more 

1 

0.2 

738 

91o3 

739 

56.7 

Total 

14-93 

100.0 

809 

100.0 

1,302 

100.0 

Table  ij. 


dft  Seniority  of  All  Laid-Off  Employees 

As  expected,  there  is  a  significant  contrast  in  the  two 
layoffs  with  respect  to  seniority.  For  the  first  layoff  of 
I4.93  men,  ij.69  of  them  (or  over  95$)  had  two  years’  seniority 
or  less;  for  the  second  layoff  of  809  men  more  than  90$  had 
17  years’  or  more  seniority;  in  the  total  of  1,302  over  55$ 
were  very  high  seniority  employees. 
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Pay  Classification  of  All  La id -Off  Employees 
(As  of  Date  of  Layoff) 


$ 

First  Layoff 

Second  Layoff 

Total  Layoff 

per 

Hour 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  eent 

Less  than 

2.34 

1 

0.2 

6 

0.7 

7 

0.5 

2.3k 

51 

10.3 

0 

0.0 

51 

3.9 

2o39 

17 

3.5 

1 

0ol 

18 

1.4 

2.44 

157 

31.8 

228 

28.2 

385 

29.6 

2.49 

84 

17.0 

169 

20.9 

253 

19.4 

2.5k 

148 

30.0 

310 

38.3 

458 

35.2 

2.59 

19 

3.9 

59 

7.3 

78 

6.0 

2.64 

15 

3.1 

33 

4.1 

48 

3.7 

More  than 

2.64 

1 

0.2 

3 

0.4 

4 

0.3 

Total 

493 

100.0 

809 

100.0 

1,302 

100.0 

Table  5 

e.  Pay  Classification  of  All  La Id -Off  Employees 

All  the  laid-off  employees  were  unskilled  and  in  the  pay 
range  of  $2,50  per  hour  plus  or  minus  20^o  Actually,  on  both 
layoffs  most  of  the  employees  were  earning  either  $2.44,  $2.49, 
or  $2,54  per  hour.  Eighty  per  cent  of  the  first  layoff,  and 
90$  of  the  second  were  in  one  of  these  three  pay  categories. 


Residence  of  All  Laid -Off  Employees 


Place 

of 

Residence 

Total  Laid  Off 

Total  Returned 

Total  Not  Returned 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Windsor 

942 

72.4 

778 

71o9 

161+ 

74-5 

Outside 
Wind  s  or 

360 

27.6 

304 

28.1 

56 

25.5 

Total 

1,302 

100.0 

1,082 

100.0 

220 

100.0 

Table  6 

2.  Returning  and  Not  Returning  Employees 

a*  Residence  of  All  La id -Off  Employees 

There  is  no  correlation  between  living  in  Windsor  or 
outside  Windsor  on  the  one  hand,  and  returning  and  not  return¬ 
ing  to  work  at  Ford,  on  the  other  hand.  For  example,  72%  of 
1,302  lived  in  metropolitan  Windsor,  and  72%  of  those  who  re¬ 
turned  also  lived  in  Windsor,  while  just  over  7k%  those  who 
did  not  return  lived  in  Windsor. 
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Age  of  All  Laid*»0ff  Employees 


Age 

Group 

Total  Laid  Off 

Total  Returned 

Total  Not  Returned 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

15  -  19 

11 

0.8 

9 

0.8 

2 

0.9 

20  -  24 

187 

14«4 

113 

10.4 

74 

33*7 

25  -  3k 

290 

22.3 

207 

19.1 

83 

37.8 

35  -  kk 

239 

18.4 

221 

20.4 

18 

8.2 

45  -  54 

245 

18.8 

235 

21.8 

10 

4.5 

55  -  64 

261 

20.0 

249 

23.1 

12 

5.4 

65  -  69 

69 

5.3 

48 

4*4 

21 

9.5 

Total 

1,302 

100.0 

1,0  82 

100.0 

220 

100.0 

Table  7 

b.  Age  of  All  La Id -Off  Employees 

The  age  distribution  of  employees  who  returned  is  quite 
close  to  the  age  distribution  of  all  la id -off  employees,  but 
insofar  as  there  are  differences  they  show  up  in  the  group  who 
did  not  return*  Over  70$  of  all  220  who  did  not  return  range 
in  age  from  20  to  34,  reflecting  job  opportunities  for  younger 
men,  and  lack  of  seniority  investment  at  Ford*  On  the  other 
hand,  while  159  men  under  35  did  not  return,  there  were  329 
men  under  35  who  did  return. 
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Per  cent  of  Each  Age  Group  Returning  And  Not  Returning 


Age 

Group 

Number  Laid  Off 

Per  cent  Who 
Returned 

Per  cent  Who  Did 
Not  Return 

15  -  19 

11 

81.8 

18®2 

20  -  24 

187 

60.4 

39.6 

25  -  34 

290 

71.4 

28.6 

35  -  1(4 

239 

92.4 

7.6 

45  -  54 

245 

95.9 

4.1 

55  -  64 

261 

95.4 

4.6 

65  -  69 

69 

69.6 

30.4 

Total 

1*302 

83.1 

16.9 

Table  8 

c.  Percentage  of  Age  Groups  Returning 

The  attrition  among  la id -off  employees  was  highest  among 
the  young,  e.g.,  4 0$  of  all  employees  in  the  age  bracket  20-2 4 
did  not  return,  and  nearly  30$  aged  25“34  did  not  return. 
Combining  this  information  with  the  previous  Table  we  see  that 
70$  of  those  who  did  not  return  were  in  the  age  range  20-34* 
but  of  all  those  laid  off  who  were  20-34  y®&rs  old,  only  one- 
third  of  them  did  not  return  (i.e.,  477  laid-off  workers  were 
in  the  age  group  20-34  and  33$  of  them  did  not  return). 


Marital  Status  of  All  Laid-Off  Employees 


Marital 

Status 

Total  Laid  Off 

Total  Returned 

Total  Not  Returned 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Single 

372 

28.6 

262 

24.3 

110 

50.0 

Married 

896 

68.8 

786 

72.7 

110 

50.0 

W,  D,  S* 

34 

2.6 

34 

3.0 

0 

0 

* 

0 

Total 

1,302 

100.0 

1,082 

100.0 

220 

100.0 

#  Widowed,  Divorced,  Separated 


Table  9 

d •  Marital  Status  of  All  Lald-Off  Employees 

More  than  28#  of  those  laid  off  were  single,  but  50#  of 
those  who  did  not  return  were  single.  From  another  point  of 
view,  372  single  men  were  laid  off,  and  110  did  not  return; 
while  of  896  married  men  laid  off,  110  did  not  return.  However, 
conditions  favouring  marriage  (such  as  age),  in  turn  raising 
other  important  considerations  (such  as  seniority),  are  the 
basic  factors  relating  to  returning  or  not  returning,  and 
marital  status  is  only  accidentally  important. 


Seniority  of  All  Laid-Off  Employees 


Number 

of 

Years 

Total  Laid  Off 

Total  Returned 

Total  Not  Returned 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Less  than 
one 

221 

17.0 

120 

11.0 

101 

46.0 

1  to  2 

2  54 

19.5 

191 

17.7 

63 

28.6 

More  than 

2,  less 
than  17 

88 

6.8 

77 

7.1 

11 

5.0 

17  or  more 

739 

56.7 

694 

64*2 

45 

20.4 

Total 

1,302 

100.0 

1,082 

100.0 

220 

100.0 

Table  10 

e.  Seniority  of  All  Laid-Off  Employees 

About  57$  of  those  laid  off  had  17  or  more  years'  senior¬ 
ity,  while  64$  of  those  who  returned  had  this  much  seniority. 

The  implication  is  that  a  disproportionate  number  of  low  senior¬ 
ity  people  did  not  return.  In  fact,  the  last  column  of  the 
Table  shows  that  75$  of  those  who  did  not  return  had  two  years' 
seniority  or  less.  On  the  other  hand,  about  two-thirds  (311 
out  of  4 75)  of  those  with  two  years'  seniority  or  less  did 


return. 
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Per  cent  of  Each  Seniority  Group  Returning  And  Not  Returning 


Number 
of  Years* 
Seniority 

Number  Laid  Off 

Per  cent  Who 
Returned 

Per  cent  Who  Did 
Not  Return 

Less  than 
one 

221 

54.3 

45.7 

1  to  2 

254- 

75.2 

2I|.,8 

iflore  than 

2,  less 
than  17 

88 

87.5 

12.5 

17  or  more 

739 

93.9 

6.1 

Total 

1,302 

83  ol 

16,9 

- — i 

Table  11 


f •  Per  cent  of  Each  Seniority  Group  Returning 

A  little  over  half  of  the  laid-off  employees  with  less 
than  one  years*  seniority,  and  three-quarters  of  those  with 
one  to  two  years*  seniority,  returned.  Roughly  90 %  of  the 
remainder  returned  to  Ford.  Overall,  1,082  of  1,302  returned, 
or  83$, 


Pay  Classification  of  All  Laid-Off  Employees 
(As  of  Date  of  Layoff) 


31  - 


* 

per 

Hour 

Total  Laid  Off 

Total  Returned 

Total  Not  Returned! 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Less  than 

2.34 

7 

0.5 

3 

0 

• 

ro 

4 

1.8 

2.3k 

51 

3.9 

8 

0.7 

43 

19.6 

2.39 

18 

1.4 

4 

0o3 

11* 

6.3 

2.44 

385 

29  ®  6 

313 

29.0 

72 

32.8 

2.1*9 

253 

19.4 

225 

20.8 

28 

12.7 

1 

2.51* 

458 

35.2 

4o5 

37.5 

53 

24.1 

2.59  ! 

78 

6.0 

76 

7®1 

2 

0  ®9  | 

2.  6ij. 

48 

3.7  I 

44 

4.1 

4 

1.8 

More  than 

2.64. 

4 

0.3 

4 

0.3 

0 

0.0  J 

Total 

1,302 

100.0 

1,082 

100.0 

220 

_ 

100.0 

Table  12 


g.  Pay  Classification  of  All  Laid-Off  Employees 

Table  5  showed  that  814$  of  all  la  id -of  f  employees  were 
earning  $2  .49  per  hour  plus  or  minus  5^®  Table  12  indicates 
that  about  37%  of  those  who  returned  were  in  that  pay  range  and 
70%  of  those  who  did  not  return  were  in  the  same  range.  This 
implies  some  tendency  for  the  employees  in  the  lower  pay  bracket 
not  to  return.  For  example,  only  k%  of  those  laid  off  were 
earning  $2,314-  an  hour,  but  20%  of  those  who  did  not  return  were 
earning  $2.34*  Of  the  5l  who  were  getting  $2.34  an  hour  at 
layoff  time,  43  of  them  (over  30%)  did  not  return. 


First  Layoff 

Age  of  La Id -Off  Employees 
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Age 

Group 

Laid  Off 

Returned 

Not  Returned 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

15  -  19 

10 

2.0 

8 

2.4 

2 

1.2 

20  -  24 

179 

36.3 

105 

32.2 

74 

kk*k 

25  -  34 

243 

49.3 

165 

50.7 

78 

46.8 

35-1* 

59 

12.0 

kl 

14.4 

12 

7  ol 

45  -  54 

2 

0.4 

1 

0.3 

1 

0.5 

55 

and  over 

0 

o 

• 

o 

0 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

Total 

493 

100.0 

326 

100  oO 

167 

100.0 

Table  13 


3.  First  Layoff 

a.  Age  Distribution  For  First  Layoff 

There  were  4 93  men  laid  off  at  the  end  of  June,  1965  and 
of  these  326  returned  to  Ford  while  16?  were  recalled  but  did  not 
return,  i.e.,  for  the  first  layoff  two-thirds  of  the  men  returned. 

There  was  some  tendency  in  the  first  layoff  for  the  youngest 
workers  not  to  return.  Thirty-six  per  cent  of  those  laid  off  were 
20-24  years  old,  but  44$  of  those  who  did  not  return  were  20-24« 
However,  60$  of  this  age  group  (105  of  179)  in  the  first  layoff 
did  return.  Similarly  the  majority  of  every  age  group  did  return. 


First  Layoff 

Marital  Status  of  La Id -Off  Employees 


Marital 

Status 

Laid  Off 

Returned 

Not  Returned 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Single 

210 

lj.2,6 

112 

34.3 

98 

58.7 

Married 

211 

56.2 

208 

63.9 

69 

41*3 

W,  D,  S* 

6 

1.2 

6 

1.8 

0 

O 

. 

O 

Total 

14.93 

100.0 

326 

100.0 

167 

100.0 

*  Widowed,  Divorced,  Separated 


Table  lij. 

b.  Marital  Status  For  First  Layoff 

A  disproportionate  number  of  single  men  in  the  first 
layoff  did  not  return.  Approximately  l|3$  of  the  first  layoff 
were  single  men,  but  of  the  326  who  returned  3i$  were  single. 
Of  the  16?  who  did  not  return  almost  60$  were  single.  Even 
so,  just  over  50$  of  the  single  men  in  the  first  layoff  did 
return,  and  75$  of  the  married  men  returned . 


First  Layoff 

Seniority  of  Laid-Off  Employees 


Number 

Laid  Off 

Returned 

Not  Returned 

of 

Years 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Less  than 
one 

221 

1*4.8 

120 

36.3 

101 

60  0  5 

1  to  2 

21+8 

50.3 

185 

56.3 

63 

37.8 

More  than 

2,  less 
than  17 

23 

4.7 

20 

6.1 

3 

1.7 

17  or  more 

1 

0.2 

1 

0.3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

1+93 

100.0 

326 

100.0 

167 

100.0 

Table  15 


c.  Seniority  For  First  Layoff 

Of  493  men  laid  off  in  June,  1965,  almost  45$  had  less 
than  one  year  of  seniority  and  95$  had  two  years*  or  less® 
The  largest  number  who  did  not  return  had  less  than  one  year 
(101  men  of  167  not  returned),  but  more  than  one-half  of  the 
people  with  less  than  one  year’s  seniority  returned,  as  did 
three-quarters  of  those  with  one  to  two  years'  seniority. 


First  Layoff  -  35  - 

Pay  Classification  of  Laid-Off  Employees 
(As  of  Date  of  Layoff) 


$ 

per 

Hour 

Laid  Off 

Returned 

Not  Returned 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Less  than 

2.34 

1 

0.2 

1 

0.3 

0 

0.0 

2-34 

51 

10.3 

8 

2.4 

k3 

25.3 

2.39 

17 

3.5 

4 

1.2 

13 

7.3 

2.44 

157 

31.3 

110 

33.3 

kl 

28.2 

2-49 

84 

17.0 

64 

19.7 

20 

12.0 

2.54 

148 

30.0 

108 

33.2 

40 

24.0 

2.59 

19 

3.9 

17 

5.2 

2 

1.1 

2.64 

15 

3.1 

13 

3.9 

2 

lol 

More  than 
2.64 

1 

CVJ 

. 

o 

1 

0.3 

0 

0 

. 

0 

Total 

493 

100.0 

326 

100.0 

167 

100.0 

Table  16 

d <,  Pay  Classification  For  First  Layoff 

There  was  a  marked  tendency  for  those  in  the  lower  pay 
classes  of  $2.34  and  $2*39  an  hour  not  to  return,  but  other 
than  that  there  was  not  a  great  deal  of  difference  between  the 
distribution  of  employees  among  pay  classes  for  those  who  re¬ 
turned  and  those  who  did  not.  However,  it  should  be  noted  that 
56  employees  of  the  lowest  paid  69  did  not  return. 


Second  Layoff  -  36  - 

Age  of  La id -Off  Employees 


Age 

Group 

Laid  Off 

Returned 

Not  Returned 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

.  15-19 

1 

0.1 

1 

0.1 

0 

0.0 

ro 

0 

1 

£ 

8 

1.0 

8 

lo0 

0 

0 

* 

0 

25  -  34 

47 

5.8 

42 

5*5 

5 

9.4 

35  -  1(4 

180 

22.2 

174 

23.1 

6 

11.3 

45  -  54 

243 

30.0 

234 

3io0 

9 

17.0 

55  -  64 

261 

32.3 

249 

33.0 

12 

22.7 

65  -  69 

69 

8.6 

48 

6.3 

21 

39.6 

Total 

809 

100.0 

756 

100.0 

53 

100.0 

Table  17 

I4..  Second  Layoff 

a*  Age  Distribution  For  Second  Layoff 

There  were  809  men  laid  off  in  the  middle  of  August,  1965» 
and  of  these,  756  returned  to  Ford  while  53  were  recalled  but 
not  re-employed.  Thus,  for  the  second  layoff  almost  95$ 
returned,  compared  to  66%  for  the  first  layoff. 

While  in  the  first  layoff  it  was  the  younger  workers  who 
tended  not  to  return,  in  the  second  layoff  it  was  the  older 
workers,  presumably  because  of  retirement  or  physical  disability. 
For  example,  \\.0%  of  the  53  who  did  not  return  were  6 5  years  of 
age  or  older;  it  should  be  noted  though  that  ij.8  of  the  69  in  the 
oldest  age  group  did  resume  employment  at  Ford. 
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Second  Layoff 

Marital  Status  of  Laid -Off  Employees 


Marital 

Status 

Laid  Off 

Returned 

Not  Returned 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Single 

162 

20.0 

150 

19.8 

12 

22.6 

Married 

619 

76.5 

578 

76.5 

kl 

77.4 

W,  D,  S* 

28 

3.5 

28 

3.7 

0 

0.0 

Total 

809 

100.0 

756 

100.0 

53 

100.0 

*  Widowed,  Divorced,  Separated 


Table  18 

b.  Marital  Status  For  Second  Layoff 

In  contrast  to  the  first  layoff,  tbere  was  no  tendency 
for  married  men  to  return  and  single  men  not  to  return.  In 
fact  for  the  second  layoff  there  is  no  difference  at  all  be¬ 
tween  the  proportion  of  single  men  in  the  total  layoff  and  the 
proportion  of  single  men  among  those  who  returned,  or  the  pro¬ 
portion  of  single  men  among  those  who  did  not  return.  We  can 
judge  that  age,  seniority  and  pay  classification  are  relevant 
to  the  decision  to  return,  but  not  marital  status,  because 
92$  of  the  single  men  and  93$  of  the  married  men  returned. 
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Second  Layoff 

Seniority  of  Laid-Off  Employees 


Number 

of 

Years 

Laid  Off 

Returned 

Not  Returned 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Less  than 
one 

0 

0,0 

0 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

1  to  2 

6 

0-7 

6 

0.7 

0 

0.0 

fclore  than 

2,  less 
than  17 

65 

8.0 

57 

7.6 

8 

15.0 

17  or  more 

738 

91o3 

693 

91.7 

45 

85.0 

Total 

809 

100.0 

756 

100.0 

53 

100.0 

Table  19 


c.  Seniority  For  Second  Layoff 

Of  the  809  men  laid  off  in  August,  over  90%  had  17  or 
more  years  *  seniority  and  I4.5  of  the  53  who  did  not  return  had 
this  much  seniority;  the  45*  however,  constituted  only  6%  of 
the  highest  seniority  workers  laid  off  in  August,  High 
seniority  employees  not  returning  suggests  that  many  may  have 
retired . 


Second  Layoff  -  39  - 

Pay  Classification  of  Laid-Off  Employees 
(As  of  Date  of  Layoff) 


* 

Laid  Off 

Returned 

Not  Returned 

per 

Hour 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Less  than 

2.34 

6 

0,7 

2 

0.2 

4 

7.6 

2.3k 

0 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

2,39 

1 

0.1 

0 

o 

• 

o 

i 

1.8 

2.1*4 

228 

28.2 

203 

26.9 

25 

1*7.2 

2.1*9 

169 

20.9 

161 

21.3 

8 

15.1 

2.54 

310 

38.3 

297 

39.3 

13 

24.6 

2.59 

59 

7.3 

59 

7.9 

0 

0.0 

2,6  Ip 

33 

4.1 

31 

4.1 

2 

3.7 

More  than 
2, 64 

3 

0.4 

3 

0.3 

0 

0.0 

Total 

809 

100.0 

756 

100.0 

53 

100.0  1 

Table  20 


d.  Pay  Classification  For  Second  Layoff 

As  with  the  first  layoff  there  is  an  indication  that  the 
lowest  paid  employees  did  not  return,  but  there  Is  virtually  no 
difference  between  the  distribution  of  employees  among  pay 
classes  for  those  who  returned  and  those  who  were  laid  off.  The 
small  numbers  involved  In  Hnot  returned’1  practically  take  the 
meaning  out  of  the  percentages  of  the  last  column.  This  suggests 
looking  for  correlations  with  other  variables  or  supplementing 
this  Table  with  other  information.  This  is  done  in  Chapters 
IV  and  V. 
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5<>  Summary 

All  Employees  Laid  Off 

( 1)  Place  of  residence; 

About  72$  of  the  1,302  men  laid  off  lived  In  Windsor  — 
the  proportion  was  somewhat  greater  In  the  second  layoff  than 
the  first,  because  older  men  were  Involved  in  the  second  lay¬ 
off;  but  place  of  residence  apparently  had  no  effect  on  the 
decision  to  return  or  not  to  return* 

(2)  Age  i 

Virtually  everyone  on  the  first  layoff  was  under  45# 
while  70$  of  the  men  involved  in  the  second  layoff  were  45 
or  older.  Those  who  did  not  return  were  mostly  young  men 
(over  70$  of  those  not  returning  were  25-34  years  old),  but 
on  the  other  hand  most  people  in  every  age  group  did  return, 
for  even  in  the  25-34  agQ  group  two-thirds  of  those  laid  off 
did  return. 

(3)  Marital  status  ; 

Half  the  men  who  did  not  return  were  single,  but  70$  of 
the  single  men  did  return. 

(4)  Seniority : 

Ninety-five  per  cent  of  the  men  in  the  first  layoff  had 
two  years*  seniority  or  less,  and  over  90$  of  the  men  in  the 
second  layoff  had  17  or  more  years’  seniority*  Most  of  the 
men  in  the  second  layoff  had  17  or  more  years’  seniority* 

Most  of  the  men  (75$)  who  did  not  return  were  low  seniority, 
but  two-thirds  of  the  low  seniority  employees  did  return. 
Overall,  83$  of  the  laid-off  men  came  back. 


(5)  Pay  classification; 

Most  of  the  men  laid  off  war©  earning  $2.44,  $2.49*  or 
$2.54  Per  hour.  This  is  true  of  both  layoffs.  The  lowest 
paid  men  were  least  likely  to  return:  for  example,  of  the 
51  men  who  were  earning  $2*34  an  hour  at  the  time  of  layoff 
4-3  did  not  return. 

( 6)  First  and  Second  Layoffs 

To  summarize  for  the  first  and  second  layoff: 

(a)  First  layoff  —  493  men 

Two-thirds  of  the  first  layoff  returned  to  Ford.  Those 
who  did  not  were  young,  single,  lowest  seniority  and  lowest 
paid . 

( b )  Second  layoff  —  809  men 

Ninety-three  per  cent  of  the  second  layoff  returned  to 
Ford;  most  of  those  who  did  not  were  near  retirement  ageo 


CHAPTER  IV 

The  Experiences  Of  The  1,082  Men  Who 

Were  Laid  Off  And  Re-Employed 

All  of  the  1,302  men  laid  off  in  June  and  August,  1965,  were 
recalled  to  Ford  by  late  February,  1966,  Approximately  83%  of 
the  recalled  workers  were  re-employed  —  1,082  men  —  most  of  the 
rest  had  a  job  elsewhere  and  preferred  not  to  return;  a  few  had 
retired • 

1 •  General  Comments :  Age  and  Seniority 

There  was  a  somewhat  higher  average  age  of  the  work  force 
after  recall  than  before  the  layoffs#  This  average  was  reduced 
when  several  hundred  new  workers  were  added  in  March  and  April 
after  all  laid-off  employees  had  been  recalled# 

It  is  no  surprise  that  high  seniority  people  returned,  or 
that  some  low  seniority  workers  did  not  return.  It  is  interesting 
to  note,  however,  that  so  many  low  seniority  men  returned.  For 
example,  120  men  with  less  than  one  year’s  seniority  returned  (out 
of  221  laid  off),  and  191  men  with  one  to  two  years’  seniority 
returned  (out  of  254  laid  off).  With  higher  seniority,  virtually 
everyone  returned. 
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Returning  Employees  Who  Drew  Unemployment  Compensation 
And  Supplemental  Unemployment  Benefits 


Combination  of  UC  and  SUB 

Number  of  Employees 

First 

Layoff 

Second 

Layoff 

Total 

Drew  both  UC  and  SUB 

80 

537 

617 

Drew  UC  only 

85 

31 

116 

Drew  SUB  only 

12 

70 

82 

Drew  neither  UC  nor  SUB 

11+9 

118 

267 

Total 

326 

756 

1,082 

Table  21 

2*  Unemployment  Compensation  And  Supplemental  Unemployment 

Benefits 

a,  Use  of  UC  and  SUB 

Over  \\$%  of  the  men  on  the  first  layoff  did  not  draw 


either  UC  or  SUB  benefits,  approximately  one-quarter  used  both 
UC  and  SUB,  and  one-quarter  used  UC  only®  In  the  second 
layoff  1$%  used  neither  UC  nor  SUB,  while  over  70%  drew  both. 


Age  Distribution  of  Returning  Workers  Who  Drew 
Unemployment  Compensation 
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Age 

Group 

First  Layoff 

Second  Layoff 

Total 

Drew 

UC 

Did  Not 
Draw  UC 

Drew 

UC 

Did  Not 
Draw  UC 

Drew 

UC 

Did  Not 
Draw  UC 

15  -  19 

3 

5 

0 

1 

3 

6 

I 

o 

OJ 

52 

53 

7 

1 

59 

54 

25  -  34 

89 

76 

30 

8 

119 

88 

35  -  44 

21 

26 

133 

41 

. 

154 

67 

45  -  54 

0 

1 

167 

67 

167 

68 

55  -  64 

0 

0 

194 

55 

194 

55 

65  -  69 

0 

0 

37 

ll 

37 

ll 

Total 

number 
of  men 

165 

161 

568 

188 

733 

349 

Table  22 

b.  Age  Distribution  and  Use  of  UC 

In  the  first  layoff  about  half  of  each  age  group  drew  UC; 
in  the  second  layoff  those  using  UC  outnumbered  those  not 
using  UC  three  or  four  to  one*  During  the  first  layoff  workers 
who  did  not  draw  UC  had  for  the  most  part,  found  temporary 
work.  In  the  second  layoff  failure  to  use  UC  reflected  either 
possession  of  a  temporary  job,  exhausted  benefits,  or  too 
short  a  layoff  to  take  advantage  of  UC* 


/ 


Number  of  Weeks  of  Unemployment  Compensation 
For  Employees  Who  Returned 
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Number 
of  Weeks 
Drawn 

First  Layoff 

Second  Layoff 

Total 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

0 

161 

1)9.1) 

188 

24-9 

349 

32.2 

1-5 

73 

22.  b 

152 

20.1 

225 

20.8 

6-10 

kb 

13.5 

112 

14.8 

156 

14.4 

ll  -  15 

16 

1J-.9 

223 

29.4 

239 

22.1 

16  -  20 

20 

6.1 

76 

10.1 

96 

8.9 

More  than 
20 

12 

3.7 

5 

0.7 

17 

1.6 

total 

number 
of  men 

326 

100.0 

756 

100.0 

1,082 

100.0 

Table  23 

c.  Number  of  Weeks  For  Which  UC  Drawn 

In  the  first  layoff  half  of  those  who  eventually  returned 
did  not  use  UC  while  laid  off,  35$  used  UC  for  up  to  ten  weeks, 
and  the  remainder  (15$)  for  more  than  ten  weeks®  During  the 
second  layoff,  25$  did  not  use  UC,  35$  used  UC  up  to  10  weeks, 
and  30$  for  more  than  10  weeks. 

Most  of  the  50$  in  the  first  layoff  who  did  not  use  UC 
at  all  went  to  work  in  anticipation  of  a  long  layoff.  Most 
or  all  of  the  25$  in  the  second  layoff  who  did  not  use  UC  had 

too  short  a  layoff  (combined  with  their  vacation  pay)  to  be 
eligible  for  benefits. 
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First  And  Second  Layoff 

Weekly  Amount  of  Unemployment  Compensation  And  Number  of 
Weeks  Drawn  For  All  Employees  Who  Returned 


Number 

of 

Weeks 

Weekly  Amount  of  UC 

Total 

Number  of  Men 

Less  Than  $30 

$30  or  More 

First 

Second 

First 

Second 

First 

Second 

1-5 

34 

46 

39 

106 

73 

152 

6-10 

21 

32 

23 

80 

44 

112 

11  -  15 

3 

17 

13 

206 

16 

223 

16  -  20 

4 

3 

16 

73 

20 

76 

More  than 
20 

5 

4 

7 

1 

12 

5 

tfotal 

number 
of  men 

67 

102 

98 

466 

165 

568 

Table  24 

d •  Amount  of  UC  and  Number  of  Weeks  Drawn 

Table  2 4  shows  the  amount  of  UC  and  number  of  weeks  drawn 
for  all  733  men  who  were  laid  off  and  returned  to  Ford  and  at 
the  same  time,  used  UC  while  laid  off.  About  1±0%  of  these  men 
in  the  first  layoff  received  less  than  $30  a  week,  while  only 
20$  of  the  men  in  the  second  layoff  got  less  than  $30  a  week. 
So  in  the  first  layoff  half  the  men  got  UC  and  half  did  not; 
those  who  used  it  averaged  about  $27  for  seven  or  eight  weeks. 
In  the  second  layoff  75$  of  the  men  used  UC  and  averaged  close 
to  $36  for  11  or  12  weeks. 


0 


Age  Distribution  of  Returning  Workers  Who  Drew 
Supplemental  Unemployment  Benefits 
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Age 

Group 

First  Layoff 

Second  Layoff 

Total 

Drew 

SUB 

Did  Not 
Draw  SUB 

Drew 

SUB 

Did  Not 
Draw  SUB 

Drew 

SUB 

Did  Not 
Draw  SUB 

15  -  19 

1 

7 

0 

1 

1 

8 

20  -  24 

26 

79 

5 

3 

31 

82 

25  -  34 

52 

113 

33 

9 

85 

122 

35  -  44 

13 

34 

140 

34 

153 

68 

k5  -  5k 

0 

1 

177 

57 

177 

58 

55  -  64 

0 

0 

208 

41 

208 

41 

65  -  69 

0 

0 

44 

4 

44 

4 

Total 

number 
of  men 

92 

234 

607 

149 

699 

383 

Table  25 

e.  Age  Distribution  and  Use  of  SUB 

In  the  first  layoff  92  men  drew  SUB  benefits,  compared  to 
165  drawing  UC;  in  the  second  layoff  607  used  SUB  and  149  d id 
not  (compared  to  568  using  UC  and  188  not  using  UC).  In  other 
words,  in  the  first  layoff  almost  30$  used  SUB  while  in  the 
second  layoff  80$  used  SUB.  The  reasons  for  not  using  SUB  in 
the  first  layoff  were  principally  lack  of  eligibility  and 
temporary  jobs,  —  in  the  second  layoff  either  layoffs  were  too 
short  or  temporary  jobs  were  found. 


. 
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Number  of  Weeks  of  Supplemental  Unemployment  Benefits 

For  Employees  Who  Returned 


Number 
of  Weeks 
Drawn 

First  Layoff 

Second  Layoff 

Total 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

0 

2314- 

71o8 

149 

19.7 

383 

35.4 

1-5 

ko 

12.3 

11+0 

18.5 

180 

16.6 

6-10 

15 

4*6 

133 

17.6 

11+3 

13.7 

11  -  15 

11 

3.4 

257 

34-o 

268 

21^.8 

16  -  20 

18 

5.5 

72 

9.5 

90 

8.3 

More  than 
20 

8 

2.1+ 

5 

0.7 

13 

1.2 

Total 

number 
of  men 

326 

100.0 

756 

100.0 

1,082 

100.0 

Table  26 


f .  Number  of  Weeks  of  SUB 

In  the  first  layoff  72$  of  those  who  eventually  returned 
to  Ford  did  not  use  SUB  while  laid  off,  17$  used  SUB  for  up 
to  10  weeks  and  11$  used  SUB  for  more  than  10  weeks*  For  the 
second  layoff  20$  did  not  draw  SUB,  36$  used  SUB  for  up  to  10 
weeks,  and  44$  for  more  than  10  weeks. 

Most  of  the  72$  in  the  first  layoff  went  to  work  early  in 
their  layoff  period,  while  most  of  the  20$  of  the  second  layoff 
who  did  not  draw  SUB  were  laid  off  for  too  short  a  time  to 
take  advantage  of  the  plan. 


First  And  Second  Layoff 

Weekly  Amount  of  Supplemental  Unemployment  Benefits  And 
Number  of  Weeks  Drawn  For  All  Employees  Who  Returned 


Number 

of 

Weeks 

Weekly  Amount  of  SUB 

Total 

Number  of  Men 

Less  Than  $28 

#28  -  #35 

$36  or  More 

First 

Second 

First, 

Second 

First 

Second 

First 

Second 

1-5 

6 

18 

24 

85 

10 

37 

40 

140 

6-10 

0 

3 

10 

85 

5 

45 

15 

133 

11  -  15 

1 

9 

5 

145 

5 

103 

11 

257 

16  -  20 

2 

2 

9 

ko 

7 

30 

18 

72 

More  than 
20 

1 

1 

3 

3 

k 

1 

8 

5 

Total 
number 
of  men 

10 

33 

51 

358 

31 

216 

92 

607 

Table  27 

g.  Amount  of  SUB  and  Number  of  Weeks  Drawn 

Table  27  shows  the  amount  of  SUB  and  the  number  of  weeks 
drawn  for  all  699  men  who  were  laid  off,  returned  to  Ford,  and 
used  SUB  while  laid  off.  More  than  half  the  men  (5l  out  of  92) 
in  the  first  layoff  received  $28  to  $35  per  week  in  benefits, 
or  approximately  $32  per  week.  Almost  60$  of  the  men  in  the 
second  layoff  drew  benefits  in  the  same  range.  Therefore,  in 
the  first  layoff  28$  of  the  men  who  returned  to  Ford  used  SUB 
while  laid  off,  receiving  about  $32  for  seven  or  eight  weeks; 
in  the  second  layoff  80$  of  the  men  who  returned  used  SUB 
while  laid  off,  receiving  about  $32  a  week  for  11  or  12  weeks. 


Unemployment  Compensation  And  Supplemental 
Unemployment  Benefits  For  All  Employees  Who  Returned 


Weekly 
Amount 
of  UC 

Weekly  Amount  of  SUB 

Total 
Number 
of  Men 

None 

Less  Than  $28 

#28  -  #35 

$36  or  More 

None 

267 

7 

41 

34 

349 

Less  than 

#30 

54 

5 

4i 

69 

169 

$30  or 
more 

62 

31 

327 

144 

564 

Total 
number 
of  men 

383 

43 

409 

247 

1,082 

Table  28 


h.  A  Comparison  of  Weekly  Amounts  of  UC  and  SUB 

Of  the  1,082  laid  off  and  returned  to  Ford,  267  used 
neither  UC  nor  SUB.  About  l±0%  of  the  remainder,  namely  327 
men,  received  an  average  compensation  of  $68  a  week  ($36  in 
UC  and  $32  in  SUB);  another  lij4  had  $36  in  UC  and  about  #1^.0 
in  SUB,  for  $76  a  week  in  total  benefits.  Altogether  this 
accounts  for  almost  70$  of  the  1,082;  the  remaining  30$  were 
distributed  as  shown  in  the  Table. 
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Number  of  Weeks  of  Unemployment  Compensation  And  Supplemental 
Unemployment  Benefits  For  All  Employees  Who  Returned 


Number  of 
Weeks  UC 
Drawn 

Number  of  Weeks  SUB  Drawn 

Total 
Number 
of  Men 

None 

1-5 

6-10 

11  -  15 

16  -  20 

More 

Than  20 

None 

267 

20 

21 

30 

10 

1 

349 

1-5 

62 

i5o 

5 

7 

1 

0 

225 

6-10 

31 

6 

106 

8 

1 

156 

li  -  15 

7 

3 

13 

201+ 

12 

0 

239 

16  -  20 

8 

1 

3 

19 

61 

4 

96 

More  than 

20 

8 

0 

0 

0 

2 

7 

17 

Total 
number 
of  men 

383 

180 

11+8 

268 

90 

13 

1,082 

Table  29 

i.  Number  of  Weeks  of  UC  and  SUB 

Table  29  shows  that  26?  employees  of  1,082  drew  neither 
UC  nor  SUB;  150  men  received  both  benefits  for  on©  month  or 
less,  106  men  got  both  for  about  two  months,  20 1+  men  received 
both  for  about  3  months,  61  men  for  four  months,  and  7  men 
for  five  months  or  more,,  Nearly  75%  of  the  men  (795)  received 
both  UC  and  SUB  for  the  same  number  of  weeks. 
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Length  of  Layoff  For  Employees  Who  Returned  And  Were  Interviewed 


Number 

of 

Weeks 

First  Layoff 

Second  Layoff 

Total 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

Number 

Per  cent 

1  -  5 

0 

0.0 

1 

0.2 

1 

0.1 

6-10 

0 

0.0 

61 

15.0 

61 

9.5  | 

11  -  15 

0 

0o0 

63 

is. 5 

63 

9.8 

16  -  20 

0 

0.0 

272 

66.9 

272 

4-2.6 

21  -  25 

4-7 

20.1 

1 

0.2 

48 

7.1) 

26  -  30 

185 

79.1 

9 

0.2 

194 

30.3 

More  than 
30 

2 

0.8 

0 

0.0 

2 

0.3  l 

Total 
number 
of  men 

231). 

100.0 

1)07 

100.0 

64.1 

100.0 

Table  30 

3  •  Recalled  and  Interviewed  at  Time  of  Re-Employment  —  614.1  Men 

a*  Length  of  Layoff 

Virtually  all  the  23U-  men  from  the  first  layoff  who  were 
interviewed  when  re-employed  at  Ford  had  been  on  layoff  for 
five  to  seven  months*  In  other  words,  they  were  laid  off  at 
the  end  of  June,  had  some  paid  vacation  coming  to  them,  and 
went  back  to  work  between  December  and  February. 

For  the  second  layoff  in  August,  i|07  men  were  interviewed. 
The  250  men  who  went  back  in  September  following  a  paid  vacation 
were  not  Interviewed  because  of  the  brevity  of  the  layoff,  so 
I4.O7  were  interviewed  out  of  a  possible  506.  Two-thirds  of  the 
1|07  were  off  for  four  months  and  the  rest  were  evenly  divided 
between  two  and  three  months*  layoff.  Thus,  following  a  paid 
vacation  a  large  number  (250)  went  back  to  work  in  September, 
and  (almost)  all  were  back  by  late  December. 


■ 
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Seniority  And  Length  of  Layoff 
(Employees  Returning  and  Interviewed) 


Number 
of  Years  * 
Seniority 

Number  of  Weeks  Laid  Off 

Second  Layoff 

First  Layoff 

1-5 

6-10 

11-15 

16-20 

21-25 

26-30 

More 

Than 

30 

Total 

Less  than 
one 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

98 

1 

99 

1  to  2 

1 

0 

0 

1 

29 

85 

i 

117 

More  than 

2,  less 
than  17 

0 

2 

8 

34 

18 

1 

0 

63 

17  or  more 

0 

59 

55 

237 

ia 

iob 

0 

362 

Total 

1 

61 

63 

272 

48 

19I|- 

2 

641 

a  Second  layoff 

b  Nine  of  the  ten  are  second  layoff 


Table  31 

b.  Seniority  and  Length  of  Layoff 

In  general,  men  with  two  years’  or  less  seniority  were  on 
layoff  for  six  or  seven  months,  while  the  high  seniority  men 
were  off  for  four  months  at  the  most,  a  good  many  going  back 
to  work  in  September  through  November. 


Number  of  Weeks  of  Unemployment  Compensation  And  Supplemental 

Unemployment  Benefits  Compared  To  Length  of  Layoff  -  54 

(Workers  Who  Returned  and  Were  Interviewed) 


Number  of 

Weeks  Laid  Off 

Total  j 

Number  of 

Weeks  of  UC 

Less 

Than  11 

11-15 

16-20 

.  21-25 

Fbre 
Than  25 

Number 
of  Men 

1-5 

9 

5 

20 

8 

39 

81 

6-10 

39 

8 

20 

8 

25 

100 

11  -  15 

0 

38 

128 

9 

10 

185 

16  -  20 

1 

2 

61 

7 

8 

79 

More  than  20 

0 

0 

0 

4 

4 

8 

Total  number 
of  men 

49 

53 

229 

36 

86 

453 

Number  of 

Weeks  of  SUB 

1-5 

10 

4 

20 

9 

-  ■  — 

7 

5o 

6-10 

44 

4 

32 

4 

4 

88 

11  -  15 

0 

47 

139 

10 

7 

203 

16  -  20 

0 

3 

57 

6 

4 

70 

More  than  20 

1 

0 

1 

0 

3 

5 

Total  number 
of  men 

55 

58 

249 

29 

25 

416 

Number  of  men 

- , 

(Returned  and 
Interviewed ) 

62 

63 

272 

48 

196 

641 

Table  32 

c.  UC  and  SUB  Compared  to  Length  of  Layoff '  " 

Apparently  UC  benefits  held  up  very  well  for  anyone  laid 
off  four  to  five  months  or  less,  but  not  so  well  for  those  laid 
off  for  longer  periods,  because  the  young  men  with  long  layoffs 
had  not  had  prior  employment  for  a  period  of  time  long  enough 
to  build  up  sufficient  benefits  for  a  lengthy  layoff. 


The  experience  with  SUB  is  almost  Identical  --  most  men 
who  received  benefits  got  them  for  the  full  layoff  period  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  duration  of  the  layoff  did  not  exceed  four  months. 
Relatively  few  of  the  young,  low  seniority,  first  layoff  men 
received  SUB;  for  the  most  part  those  who  did  exhausted  their 
benefits  by  the  middle  of  the  layoff  period. 

^  ^  There  are  some  Inconsistencies  in  this  Table";  for  examp le 

it  is  not  clear  how  a  man  could  be  laid  off  less  than  11  weeks 
and  draw  UC  for  16-20  weeks,  or  SUB  for  more  than  20  weeks.  The 
length  of  layoff  Information  came  from  the  man  himself  and  in 
some  cases  there  were  communication  difficulties  due  to  language 
barriers.  Moreover,  we  used  a  different  source  (the  Unemployment 
Insurance  Commission)  for  Information  on  UC  and  SUB.  We  believe 
that  In  spite  of  these  obstacles  the  general  trends  come  through 
accurately. 


9 
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Financial  Experiences  Compared  To  Length  of  Layoff 
(Workers  Who  Returned  and  Were  Interviewed) 


Experience 

Number  of  Weeks  Laid  Off 

Total 
dumber 
of  Men 

Less 

Than 

11 

11-15 

16-20 

21-25 

More 

Than 

2? 

Wife  went  to  work 

4 

3 

25 

3 

22 

57 

Children  quit  school 

2 

0 

2 

1 

0 

5 

Education  and  training 
acquired  during  layoff 

0 

4 

7 

3 

12 

26 

Decreased  savings 

25 

39 

151 

26 

91 

332 

Borrowed  money 

1 

8 

30 

5 

28 

72 

Piled  up  bills 

8 

20 

77 

9 

62 

176 

Help  from  relatives 

1 

2 

22 

3 

15 

43 

Moved  to  cheaper  quarters 

1 

2 

8 

2 

l 

14 

Other  family  member 
sot  ,job 

6 

1 

9 

2 

16 

34 

Received  public  assistance 

0 

2 

1 

1 

2 

6 

Sold  car  or  durables 

0 

0 

6 

1 

5 

12 

Used  UC 

49 

53 

22  9 

36 

86 

453 

Used  SUB 

55 

58 

249 

29 

25 

416 

Gainfully  employed 

6 

ll 

5o 

31 

177 

275 

Number  of  men 
(Returned  and 

62 

63 

2?2 

48 

196 

641 

Interviewed ) 

Table  33 

d .  Financial  Experiences  Compared  to  Length  of  Layoff 

The  interviewed  employees  were  asked  the  tsy©3  or  no” 
questions  listed  on  the  left  hand  side  of  Table  33*  In  this 
Table  the  "yos n  answers  are  compared  to  length  of  layoff*  Ap¬ 
parently  most  men  weathered  the  layoff  by  some  combination  of 
unemployment  compensation,  supplemental  unemployment  benefits 
and  temporary  employment.  There  is  very  little  evidence  of 
children  quitting  school,  the  family  moving  to  cheaper  quar¬ 
ters,  public  assistance,  selling  durable  goods,  etc.  More¬ 
over,  there  seems  to  be  little  evidence  that  the  longer  the 
layoff  the  more  the  family  had  to  resort  to  such  measures. 

(The  first  three  columns  of  numbers  are  second  layoff  men 
only;  the  fourth  and  fifth  columns  are  almost  entirely  first 
layoff) . 
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Some  Financial  Experiences  of  Interviewed  Employees  Who  Returned 


Question 

Number  of 

Employees 

First  Layoff 

Second  Layoff 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Wife  went  to  work  because  of 

layoff 

25 

197 

32 

351 

Children  quit  school  as  a 
result  of  layoff 

1 

214 

k 

378 

Education  and  training 
acquired  during  layoff 

15 

219 

11 

393 

Decreased  savings 

112 

122 

220 

185 

Borrowed  money 

33 

201 

39 

366 

Piled  up  bills 

71 

163 

105 

300 

Got  help  from  relatives 

18 

216 

25 

380 

Moved  to  cheaper  quarters 

3 

231 

11 

394 

Other  family  member  got  a  job 

18 

216 

16 

389 

Received  public  assistance 

3 

231 

3 

1+02 

Sold  car  or  other  durables 

6 

228 

6 

399 

Used  Unemployment  Compensation 

165 

161 

568 

188 

Used  Supplemental 

Unemployment  Benefits 

92 

234 

607 

149 

Gainfully  employed 

208 

26 

67 

340 

Table  34 

e o  Financial  Experiences  ■ —  First  and  Second  Layoff 

When  financial  experiences  are  divided  into  first  and 
second  layoffs,  keeping  in  mind  that  the  men  on  the  first  lay¬ 
off  were  young  and  had  a  longer  layoff  period.  It  Is  plain 
that  the  measures  considered  here  were  not  resorted  to  signi¬ 
ficantly  more  during  the  first  layoff  than  during  the  second. 
The  main  conclusion  is  that  men  in  the  first  layoff  depended 
a  great  deal  on  finding  temporary  gainful  employment,  and 
weathered  the  layoff  successfully  without  resorting  to  extra¬ 
ordinary  economic  measures. 


> 


' 


' 


Number  of  Employees  Who  Pound  Temporary  Jobs 
(Returning  and  Interviewed) 
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Place  of 
Residence 

First  Layoff 

Second  Layoff 

Total 

Temporary 

Job 

No 

Job 

Temporary 

Job 

No 

Job 

Temporary 

Job 

No 

Job 

Windsor 

12^ 

9 

l+o 

273 

161+ 

282 

Outside 

Windsor 

Qk 

17 

27 

67 

111 

8I4. 

Total 

208 

26 

67 

340 

275 

366 

Table  35 

f •  Number  of  Employees  Who  Found  Temporary  Jobs 

For  the  first  layoff  of  lj.9 3  men,  16?  found  other  jobs  and 
did  not  return  to  Ford;  we  interviewed  23k  the  remaining 
326,  and  208  of  them  had  jobs.  It  is  reasonable  to  think  that 
as  high  a  proportion  of  the  non-Interviewed  92  men  also  had  jobs 
because  many  of  these,  reporting  back  to  Ford  for  re-employment 
processing  arrived  late  in  the  day  •••  as  late  as  9 :00  p.m* 

For  the  second  layoff  of  809  men,  53  never  returned  and 
250  went  back  to  work  in  September  —  so  there  were  506  men  to 
interview.  We  interviewed  4.07  of  them,  67  of  whom  had  jobs  and 
3l+0  did  not.  There  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  more  than  V3% 
of  the  99  not  interviewed  had  jobs.  Many  of  the  men  reported 
that  they  spent  a  substantial  part  of  their  layoff  time  fixing 
up  their  homes,  working  in  their  gardens,  etc. 


Seniority  of  Employees  Who  Had  Temporary  Jobs 
(Returned  to  Ford  and  Interviewed) 
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Number 
of  Years  1 
Seniority 

First  Layoff 

Second  Layoff 

Total 

Temporary 

Job 

No 

Temporary 

Job 

Temporary 

Job 

No 

Temporary 

Job 

Temp¬ 

orary 

Job 

No  Temp¬ 
orary 
Job 

Less  than 
one 

98 

1 

0 

0 

98 

1 

1  to  2 

99 

16 

2 

0 

101 

16 

More  than 

2,  less 
than  17 

10 

9 

32 

12 

42 

21 

17  or  more 

1 

0 

33 

328 

34 

328 

Total 

number 
of  man 

208 

26 

67 

340 

275 

366 

Table  36 


go  Seniority  of  Employees  With  Temporary  Jobs 

Virtually  all  the  low  seniority  people  we  interviewed  had 
found  jobs,  while  only  10$  (34  of  328)  of  the  highest  seniority 
people  we  interviewed  had  taken  temporary  jobs.  This  means 
that  almost  all  the  long  layoff  people  —  five  months  or  more 
laid  off  —  held  jobs,  while  the  short  layoff  people  were  not 
really  interested  in  finding  a  job,  which  of  course,  is  under¬ 
standable.  When  necessary  the  second  layoff  people  did  seek 
and  find  work.  For  example.  Table  38  shows  67  jobs  for  second 
layoff  men  —  50  of  these  were  held  by  men  who  were  laid  off 
for  a  period  ranging  from  16  to  20  weeks  (see  Table  33) • 


Education  And  Temporary  Employment 
For  Interviewed  Workers  Returning  To  Ford 
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Education 

Number  of  Men 

First  Layoff 

Second  Layoff 

Total 

Temporary 

Job 

No 

Job 

Temporary 

Job 

No 

Job 

Temporary 

Job 

No 

Job 

None 

2 

1 

2 

1+1 

1+ 

1+2 

Elementary 

incomplete 

13 

3 

20 

138 

33 

141 

Elementary 

completed 

61+ 

5 

20 

75 

84 

80 

High  School 
(l  or  2  years) 

88 

ll 

20 

59 

108 

70 

High  School 
(3  to  5  years) 

34 

5 

5 

20 

39 

25 

University 
(l  year  or  more) 

5 

0 

0 

2 

5 

2 

Other 

2 

i 

0 

5 

2 

6 

Total  number 
of  men 

208 

26 

67 

340 

275 

366 

Table  37 


h.  Education  and  Temporary  Employment 

There  is  no  indication  that  formal  education  was  a  factor 
in  assisting  the  laid -off  men  to  find  jobs.  What  does  come 
through  is  that  the  first  layoff  men  are  better  educated  than 
the  second,  but  the  younger  workers  had  no  trouble  (regardless 
of  any  inadequacies  in  their  education)  because  of  a  booming 
local  economy.  (At  the  time  of  layoff  five  representatives  of 
the  Windsor  Board  of  Education  visited  Ford  to  advise  soon-to- 

be-laid-off  workers  of  the  availability  of  training  under  Pro¬ 
gramme  5  of  the  Canadian  Vocational  Training  Programme.  Very 
few  workers  took  advantage  of  this  opportunity). 
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First  And  Second  Temporary  Jobs  Held  By  Laid -Off  Employees 

( Returning  and  Interviewed ) 


Job  Glass 

Number  of  Men 

First  Job 

Second 

Job 

First 

Layoff 

Second 

Layoff 

First 

Layoff 

Second 

Layoff 

Labourers  (excluding  agric.) 

31 

8 

17 

1 

Production  process  and 

related  workers 

25 

1 

9 

0 

Truck  drivers 

19 

4 

8 

1 

Farmers  and  farm  labourers 

18 

5 

1 

0 

Welders  and  flame  cutters 

Ik 

3 

k 

0 

Construction  workers 

12 

1 

5 

1 

Janitors  and  cleaners,  building 

6 

2 

1 

0 

Filers,  grinders,  sharpeners 

6 

0 

1 

0 

Fitters  and  assemblers  -  metal 

6 

6 

6 

2 

Metal  working  machine 
operators 

6 

1 

8 

2 

Shipping  and  receiving  clerks 

5 

0 

3 

0 

Carpenters 

5 

0 

0 

0 

All  others 

55 

36 

2k 

2 

Total 

208 

67 

87 

9 

Table  38 


i«  Kinds  of  Temporary  Jobs 

Some  of  the  first  layoff  men  held  as  many  as  four  jobs* 
Table  38  lists  the  jobs  in  descending  order,  using  first  job 
figures  for  first  layoff  as  a  criterion.  The  older  men  (as 
evidenced  by  first  job,  second  layoff)  tended  to  stay  out  of 
truck  driving,  construction  work,  and  especially  production 
work  in  other  factories*  The  young  men  were  able  to  get  into 
other  production  work  because  there  existed  always  the  possi¬ 
bility  that  the  man  would  be  satisfied  with  his  new  work,  and 
choose  to  remain  with  it.  In  contrast,  the  older,  high- 
seniority  man  is  almost  certain  to  return  to  Ford. 


. 
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Number  of  Weeks  Between  Layoff  And  First  Job 
(Laid -Off  Employees  Returned  and  Interviewed) 


Number 

of 

Weeks 

Number  of  Men 

First  Layoff 

Second  Layoff 

Total 

0-5 

166 

52 

218 

6-10 

32 

15 

kl 

11  -  15 

4 

0 

k 

16  -  20 

5 

0 

5 

More  than 
20 

1 

0 

1 

Total 

208 

67 

275 

Table  39 

j.  Number  of  Weeks  Between  Layoff  and  First  Job 

Most  workers  found  a  job  within  a  month  of  layoff,  many 
within  one  week.  There  were  57  men  who  said  they  went  six 
weeks  or  longer  before  finding  work,  but  I4.O  of  them  drew  un¬ 
employment  compensation,  and  some  also  drew  SUB.  Of  the  1? 
without  UC,  11;  were  laid  off  at  the  end  of  June.  It  is  in¬ 
teresting  to  note  that  the  majority  of  older  workers  found  a 
job  early  In  their  layoff  period,  if  they  found  a  job  at  all. 


Number  of  Weeks  On  Temporary  Jobs 
(Returning  and  Interviewed) 


Number  of 

Weeks  on 

Each  Job 

First  Layoff 

Second  Layoff 

3ob  Number 

Job  dumber 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

2 

3 

4 

H* 

1 

vn. 

42 

20 

10 

3 

21 

7 

2 

- 

6-10 

36 

14 

5 

1 

17 

1 

0 

- 

11  -  15 

23 

21 

2 

1 

21 

1 

0 

- 

16  -  20 

21 

17 

1 

0 

5 

0 

0 

- 

More  than  20 

86 

15 

4 

1 

3 

0 

0 

- 

Total  number 
of  men 

208 

87 

22 

6 

67 

9 

2 

- 

Table  1+0 

k.  Number  of  Weeks  on  Temporary  Jobs 

Half  of  the  208  first  layoff  men  who  held  a  temporary 
job,  kept  the  job  for  almost  the  full  layoff  period.  Table 
1+0  shows  that  107  men  out  of  208  held  their  first  job  for  16 
weeks  or  more.  More  than  a  third  of  the  second  jobs  (32  out 
of  87)  were  held  for  four  months  or  more.  Those  on  the  second 
layoff  held  their  jobs  for  briefer  periods  of  time,  although 
almost  half  the  jobs  were  held  for  11  weeks  or  more. 


Length  of  Temporary  Job  No.  1  And  How  Located 
(La id -Off  Employees  Returned  and  Interviewed) 
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Source  of 
Information 

Number  of  Weeks  On  Job  No.  1 

Total 
Number 
of  Men 

1-5 

6-10 

11  -  15 

16  -  20 

More 

Than 

20 

NES 

23 

18' 

15 

3 

18 

77 

Friend 

6 

2 

3 

0 

10 

21 

Newspaper 

1 

1 

0 

1 

0 

3 

Myself 

29 

30 

21 

20 

60 

160 

Other 

k- 

2 

5 

2 

1 

14- 

Total  number 
of  men 

63 

53 

44 

26 

89 

275 

Table  4.1 

1.  Length  of  Temporary  Job  No.  1  and  How  Located 

Table  4-1  shows  methods  of  finding  the  first  job.  Most 
interviewees  stated  that  they  found  their  own  job  ( 160  out  of 
275)*  The  data  in  Appendix  B-l  show  the  same  tendency  for  jobs 
2,  3  and  4-*  When  broken  down  by  layoff  there  is  some  indication 
that  the  workers  in  the  second  layoff  relied  more  on  the  National 
Employment  Service  than  did  first  layoff  workers.  For  the  most 
part  the  long-lasting  temporary  jobs  were  found  by  the  men  them¬ 
selves.  For  example,  60  of  the  160  jobs  in  the  category  "found 
by  myself"  lasted  more  than  20  weeks,  while  18  of  the  77  jobs 
found  through  NES  lasted  more  than  20  weeks.  (This  is  not  a 

criticism  of  NES  —  quite  the  contrary,  for  77  people  found  emp¬ 
loyment  through  NES,  and  these  people  otherwise  might  have  been 
without  work) • 


Temporary  Jobs  And  .Number  of  Weeks  of  unemployment  compensation 

And  Supplemental  Unemployment  Benefits  For  -  61+ 

Returning  Employees  Who  Were  Interviewed 


Number  of  Ken 

Number  of 

First  Layoff 

Second  Layoff 

Total 

Weeks  UC  Drawn 

Temporary 

No 

Temporary 

No 

Temporary 

No 

Job 

Job 

Job 

Job 

Job 

Job 

0 

116 

4 

24 

kk- 

140 

48 

1-5 

46 

1 

20 

Ik- 

66 

15 

6-10 

31 

2 

8 

59 

39 

61 

11  -  15 

5 

8  ! 

12 

160 

17 

168 

16  -  20 

6 

8 

3 

62 

9 

70 

More  than  20 

4 

3 

0 

1 

4 

4 

Total  number 
of  men 

208 

26 

67 

3^4-0 

275 

366 

Number 
of  Weeks 

SUB  Drawn 

0 

182 

7 

21 

15 

203 

22 

1-5 

16 

0 

20 

14 

36 

14 

6-10 

5 

2 

11 

70 

16 

72 

li  -  15 

l 

9 

13 

180 

14 

189 

16  -  20 

3 

6 

1 

60 

4 

66 

More  than  20 

1 

2 

1 

1 

2 

3 

Total  number 
of  men 

208 

26 

67 

34o 

275 

366 

Table  4-2 

ra.  Temporary  Jobs  and  Number  of  Weeks  of  UC  and  SUB 

More  than  half  the  men  on  the  first  layoff  who  returned 
and  were  interviewed,  and  who  had  had  temporary  jobs,  did  not 
use  UC.  Nearly  90%  of  them  did  not  use  SUB.  On  the  second 
layoff  the  corresponding  proportions  are  one-third  for  both 
UC  and  SUB.  In  each  case,  about  half  of  those  people  with  jobs 
who  did  draw  UC  or  SUB  did  so  for  about  five  weeks. 

Table  42  suggests  that  the  pressure  generated  by  low  (or 
no)  benefits  forces  people  to  seek  work,  especially  when  facing 
long  layoffs.  (See  Table  43  also). 
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Unemployment  Compensation  And  Number  of 
Weeks  Before  First  Job 

(Laid-Off  Employees  Returned  and  Interviewed) 


Number  of  Men 

Number  of  Weeks  Between  Layoff 
and  First  Job 

Total 
Number 
of  Men 

o-5 

6-10 

11-15 

16-20 

More 
Than  20 

Drawing  UC 

95 

34 

3 

2 

1 

135 

Not  drawing  UC 

123 

13 

1 

3 

0 

140 

Total 

218 

47 

4 

5 

1 

275 

Table  43 

n.  Use  of  UC  and  Number  of  Weeks  Before  First  Job 

Many  of  the  men  not  using  UC  obtained  other  employment 
right  away;  in  fact,  many  obtained  another  job  before  the 
actual  layoff  date.  Some  of  the  men  who  took  more  time  to 
find  a  job  used  unemployment  compensation.  In  all,  218  men 
had  a  job  within  a  month  of  layoff,  and  123  of  them  did  not 
use  any  UC  at  all  after  layoff.  As  time  went  by,  a  greater 
portion  of  ultimate  job  holders  used  UC.  For  example,  34  of 
the  ]+ 7  men  who  found  a  job  six  to  10  weeks  after  their  layoff 
also  used  unemployment  compensation. 


? 
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1^..  Summary 

All  Employ eea  Laid  Off  and  Returned 

(1)  General  Comments  —  Age  and  Seniority  —  1,082  Men 

The  first  layoff  was  mad©  up  of  young,  low  seniority  men 
—  two-thirds  of  whom  returned  to  Ford;  the  second  layoff  was 
made  up  of  older  men,  with  much  higher  seniority  —  almost 
95$  of  them  were  re-employed  at  Ford,  Even  in  the  first  lay¬ 
off,  three-quarters  of  the  men  with  on©  to  two  years*  senior¬ 
ity  returned, 

(2)  Use  of  UC  and  SUB  by  the  Men  Returning  to  Ford 

(a)  First  layoff 

< 

About  25$  of  these  men  used  both  UC  and  SUB  while  laid 
off,  lj.5>$  used  neither,  and  the  rest  used  one  or  the  other 
(usually  UC) •  For  the  most  part  (almost  entirely)  those  who 
did  not  use  either  one,  went  to  work  elsewhere  early  in  their 
layoff  period,  and  stayed  at  work*  For  those  who  used  UC 
about  \\.0%  got  less  than  #30  a  week  for  seven  or  eight  weeks, 
while  the  rest  got  #30  or  more  (usually  #36)  a  week  for  seven 
or  eight  weeks.  Most  of  the  workers  (72$)  never  used  SUB; 
those  who  did  averaged  #32  a  week  for  seven  or  eight  weeks. 

(b)  Second  layoff 

About  70$  used  both  UC  and  SUB;  15$  used  neither,  and 
15$  used  one  or  the  other.  Virtually  all  those  who  did  not 
use  either  were  recalled  before  their  waiting  period  was  up, 
and  before  they  could  legally  draw  benefits.  Those  who  did 
use  UC  averaged  close  to  #36  a  week  for  11  or  12  weeks;  those 
who  used  SUB  averaged  #32  a  week  for  11  or  12  weeks. 
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(c)  Both  layoffs 

Of  the  1,082  men  who  returned,  267  did  not  use  either  UC  or 
SUB  while  laid  off  —  invariably  because  they  had  a  temporary  job 
(cf.  Table  42);  327  men  averaged  $68  a  week  in  combined  UC  and  SUB 
benefits.  These  men  account  for  70}  of  the  1,082  men  returning  to 
Ford,  the  rest  were  distributed  as  shown  in  Table  28.  For  the  first 
men  laid  off  in  June,  benefits  ran  out  about  half  way  through  the  lay¬ 
off  period;  for  the  second  layoff,  many  men  found  their  benefits  lasting 

< 

for  the  entire  layoff. 

(3)  Recalled  and  Interviewed  —  641  Men 

(a )  Length  of  layoff 

The  men  on  the  first  layoff  were  off  the  job  from  five  to  seven  months; 
for  most  of  them  it  was  closer  to  six  or  seven  than  to  five  or  six.  Most 
of  the  second  layoff  men  were  away  from  Ford  for  four  months;  for  the 
rest  it  was  two  or  three  months,  (but  the  first  250  recalled  in  September 
were  not  interviewed). 

(b)  Financial  experiences 

There  is  only  very  limited  evidence  of  extreme  hardship  as  measured 
by  children  quitting  school,  families  losing  homes  or  selling  household 
furniture,  appealing  for  public  assistance,  etc.  Those  affected  by  the 
second  layoff  lived  for  the  most  part  on  UC,  SUB,  and  past  savings;  the 
first  layoff  people  also  relied  on  these  resources,  but  most  importantly  they 
found  gainful  employment.  The  resources  of  UC  etc.  would  have  run  out  for 
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moat  men  with  only  half  the  layoff  period  completed;  if  It 
had  not  been  for  a  booming  local  economy,  life  for  some  could 
have  become  quite  difficult. 

( c)  Temporary  work 

Of  the  1,302  men  laid  off,  220  never  returned  to  Ford. 
Moat  of  them  had  found  other  jobs.  Of  the  1,082  who  returned, 
practically  all  of  the  men  who  wanted  temporary  jobs  found 
them.  We  Interviewed  234-  of  the  326  first  layoff  men  who 
returned  and  90$  of  them  had  been  gainfully  employed;  25>0  men 
on  the  second  layoff  had  gone  back  to  work  at  Ford  In  Septem¬ 
ber,  and  of  506  other  men  who  might  have  been  interviewed, 

< 

interviews  of  4^7  showed  less  than  15$  had  found  temporary 
jobs . 

They  went  to  all  kinds  of  unskilled  jobs,  especially  as 
labourers  and  production  workers.  The  most  striking  contrast 
between  first  and  second  layoff  was  the  inability  of  older  men 
to  get  into  production  work  in  factories.  Many  of  those  who 
worked  had  a  job  within  a  week  of  layoff,  and  most  had  a  job 
within  one  month.  Many  of  the  jobs  were  steady  jobs:  half 
the  men  who  held  jobs,  held  their  first  job  for  the  full 
layoff  period. 

Table  44  summarizes  some  of  the  highlights  for  a  portion 
of  the  641  men  who  were  interviewed  at  recall  time.  The 
Table  reflects  a  number  of  the  experiences  of  those  who  were 
laid  off  longest  for  both  first  and  second  layoffs. 


A  Comparison  of  Employees  With  The  Longest  Layoff 
(First  and  Second  Layoff) 

(Laid  Off  Employees  Returned  and  Interviewed) 
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Experience 

272  Men  Off  16-20 
Weeks  in  Second 
Layoff8 

185  Men  Off  26-30 
Weeks  in  First 
Layoff a 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Gainfully  employed 

50 

222 

175> 

10 

If  gainfully  employed 
did  it  take  you  less 
than  6  weeks  to  find 
employment 

38 

12 

112 

33 

Wife  went  to  work 

25 

229  b 

22 

155° 

Drew  TJC 

229 

4-3 

78 

107 

Less  than 
$30  per  week 

21 

208 

36 

42 

Less  than 

6  weeks 

20 

209 

39 

38 

Drew  SUB 

249 

23 

16 

169 

Less  than 
$3^>  per  week 

14-6 

103 

11 

5 

Less  than 

6  weeks 

20 

229 

7 

9 

a  For  distribution  of  length  of  layoff  see  Table  30. 
b  Yes  and  no  answers  do  not  total  272  because  some  men  refused 
to  answer. 

c  Yes  and  no  answers  do  not  total  185  because  some  men  refused 
to  answer. 


Table  44 


CHAPTER  V 


The  220  Men  Who  Were  Laid  Off  And  Did  Not  Return 

Seventeen  per  cent  of  the  men  laid  off  did  not  return  —  16? 
from  the  first  layoff,  and  53  from  the  second  layoff,,  We  have 
information  on  these  employees  regarding  age,  marital  status, 
seniority,  pay  classification  at  time  of  layoff,  and  the  amount 
of  unemployment  compensation  and  supplemental  unemployment  bene¬ 
fits  received  from  their  layoff  until  late  February  1966.  The 
information  is  assembled  in  this  Chapter. 
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Number  And  Percentage  of  Each  Age  Group  Not  Returning 
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First 

Layoff 

Second 

Layoff 

Age 

Number  Who 

Per  cent  of 

Number  Who 

Per  cent  of 

Group 

Did  Not 
Return 

Age  Group  Not 
Returning 

Did  Not 
Return 

Age  Group  Not 
Returning 

15  - 19 

2 

20.0 

0 

0.0 

20  -  24 

74 

14.3 

0 

0o0 

25  -  3^ 

78 

32.1 

5 

10.6 

35  -  44 

12 

20.3 

6 

3.3 

45  -  54 

1 

50.0 

9 

3.7 

55  -  64 

0 

- 

12 

4.6 

65  -  69 

0 

- 

21 

30.4 

Total 

167 

33.9 

53 

6.6 

Table  45 

1.  General  Characteristics 

a.  Number  and  Percentage  of  Each  Age  Group  Not  Returning 

Table  45  shows  the  percentage  of  each  age  group  not  re¬ 
turning  to  Ford.  The  age  group  20-21).  had  the  largest  percent¬ 
age  not  returningo  These  people  were,  of  course,  in  the  group 
to  be  laid  off  first. 

The  next  age  group,  25“34>  had  78  of  243  men  (or  32%)  not 
returning  from  the  first  layoff,  and  5  out  of  47  in  the  same 
age  group  not  returning  from  the  second  layoff.  The  largest 
group  not  returning  in  the  second  layoff  was  the  oldest  age 
group  (65  to  69),  when  21  men  out  of  69  laid  off  did  not  return. 

The  data  in  Appendix  B-2  show  that  the  largest  group  not 
returning  were  the  single  men  laid  off  in  June  —  almost  half  of 
them  did  not  come  back.  By  contrast,  93 %  of  the  single  men  laid 
off  in  August  did  return.  The  next  largest  group  not  returning 
were  the  married  men  laid  off  in  June:  25%  did  not  return,  while 
all  but  7%  of  the  married  men  in  the  second  layoff  were  re-employed. 
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Number  And  Percentage  of  Each  Seniority 
Group  Not  Returning 
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Number 
of  Years ' 
Seniority 

First  Layoff 

Second  Layoff 

Number  Who 
Did  Not 
Return 

Percentage  of 
Seniority  Group 
Not  Returning 

Number  Who 
Did  Not 
Return 

Percentage  of 
Seniority  Group 
Not  Returning 

Less  than 
one 

101 

45.7 

0 

- 

1  to  2 

63 

25.4 

0 

0.0 

More  than 
2,  less 
than  17 

3 

13oQ 

8 

12.3 

17  or  more 

0 

0.0 

h5 

6.1 

Total 

167 

33.9 

/  33 

fj  y 

6.6 

Table  1^.6 


b.  Number  and  Percentage  of  Each  Seniority  Group  Not  Returning 

The  numbers  of  laid -off  men  not  returning  to  Ford  in 
each  seniority  group  have  been  recorded  for  first  layoff, 
second  layoff,  and  total,  in  Tables  15,  19  and  10,  respec¬ 
tively.  The  largest  group  not  returning  were  the  101  of 
221  lowest  seniority  men  laid  off  in  June,  1965c  For  the 
same  layoff  25%  of  those  with  one  to  two  years  1  seniority 
did  not  return.  In  the  second  layoff  virtually  everyone  who 
was  physically  able  to  return  did  so,  except  for  those  who 


retired . 


Number  And  Percentage  of  Each  Pay  Class  Not  Returning 
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$ 

First  Layoff 

Second  Layoff 

per 

Hour 

Number  Who 
Did  Not 
Return 

Percentage  of 
Seniority  Croup 
Not  Returning 

Number  Who 
Did  Not 
Return 

Percentage  of 
Seniority  Croup 
Not  Returning 

Less  than 
2.31+ 

0 

0.0 

1+ 

66.7 

2.31+ 

1+3 

31+ *3 

0 

- 

2.39 

13 

76.5 

1 

100.0 

2.44 

4-7 

29o9 

25 

11.0 

2o!*.9 

20 

23.9 

8 

4.7 

2.54 

1+0 

27.0 

13 

l+o2 

2.59 

2 

10  o5 

0 

0.0 

2.61+ 

2 

13.3 

2 

6.1 

More  than 
2.61+ 

0 

0o0 

0 

0o0 

Total 

167 

33.9 

53 

6. 6 

Table  1+7 

c.  Number  and  Percentage  of  Each  Pay  Class  Not  Returning 


The  number  of  laid -off  men  not  returning  to  Ford  In  each 
pay  class  has  been  shown  for  first  layoff,  second  layoff,  and 
total,  in  Tables  16,  20  and  12,  respectively.  Table  1+ 7  lists 
the  number  of  men  who  did  not  return,  by  pay  class,  and  the 
percentage  of  men  who  did  not  return  out  of  the  total  number 
laid  off  in  each  pay  class.  The  largest  proportions  of  non¬ 
returnees  were  in  the  lowest  pay  classes  in  both  layoffs. 

Thus,  of  the  69  lowest  paid  men  in  the  first  layoff  ($2*39 
an  hour  or  less),  £6  did  not  return. 


Employees  Who  Did  Not  Return  But  Drew 
Unemployment  Compensation  And  Supplemental  Unemployment  Benefits 


Combination  of  UC 
and  SUB 

Number  of  Employees 

First  Layoff 

Second  Layoff 

Total 

Drew  both  UC  and  SUB 

17 

16 

33 

Drew  UC  only 

26 

1 

27 

Drew  SUB  only 

4 

IS 

19 

Drew  neither  UC  nor  SUB 

120 

21 

141 

Total 

167 

S3 

220 

Table  1|_8 

2,  Unemployment  Compensation  And  Supplemental  Unemployment  Benefits 

a.  Use  of  UC  and  SUB  By  Workers  Not  Returning 

Over  70$  of  the  first  layoff  and  40$  of  the  second  layoff 
did  not  draw  either  UC  or  SUB  benefits.  About  10$  of  the 
first  layoff  and  30$  of  the  second  received  both.  The  re¬ 
mainder  used  one  or  the  other:  more  commonly,  UC  in  the  first 
layoff  and  SUB  in  the  second. 
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Number  of  Weeks  Unemployment  Compensation  Drawn 
By  Employees  Who  Did  Not  Return 


Number 
of  Weeks 
Drawn 

First  Layoff 

Second  Layoff 

Total 

dumber  of 
Employees 

Per  cent 

Number  of 
Employees 

Per  cent 

Number  of 
Employees 

Per  cent 

0 

124 

7i+-2 

36 

67.9 

160 

72.7 

1-5 

28 

16.8 

i  7 

13.2 

35 

15.9 

6-10 

10 

6.0 

5 

9.4 

15 

6.8 

11-15 

2 

1.2 

2 

3.8 

h 

1.3 

16  -  20 

1 

0.6 

2 

3.8 

3 

1.4 

More  than 
20 

2 

1.2 

1 

1.9 

3 

l.ij. 

Total 
number 
of  men 

167 

100.0 

53 

100.0 

220 

100.0 

Table  i+9 


b.  Number  of  Weeks  UC  Drawn  By  Employees  Who  Did  Not  Return 

Three-quarters  of  the  men  laid  off  in  June  and  not  returning 
did  not  use  unemployment  compensation  at  all  during  the  period 
June,  1965  to  February,  1966;  most  of  the  rest  of  those  in  the 
first  layoff  drew  compensation  for  five  weeks  or  less.  About 
two-thirds  of  the  personnel  involved  in  the  second  layoff  not 
returning  did  not  use  UC  from  August,  1965  to  February,  1966, 
while  most  of  the  rest  drew  compensation  for  up  to  10  weeks. 


First  And  Second  Layoff  -  76 

Amount  of  Unemployment  Compensation  And  Number  of 
Weeks  Drawn  For  Employees  Who  Did  Not  Return 


Number 
of  Weeks 
Drawn 

Weekly  Amount  of  UC 

Total 

Number  of  Men 

Less  Than  $30 

$30  or  More 

Firs  t 

Second 

First 

Second 

First 

Second 

1-5 

16 

6 

12 

1 

28 

7 

6-10 

5 

1 

5 

k 

10 

5 

11  -  15 

0 

0 

2 

2 

2 

2 

16  -  20 

0 

0 

1 

2 

1 

2 

More  than 

20 

1 

0 

1 

1 

2 

1 

Total  number 

of  men 

22 

7 

21 

10 

k3 

17 

Table  50 


Co  Amount  of  UC  and  Number  of  Weeks  Drawn  For  Workers 

Who  Did  Not  Return 

Of  the  I4.3  men  from  the  first  layoff  who  did  not  return, 
but  used  UC  during  the  layoff  period,  28  received  benefits  for 
five  weeks  or  less  --  16  of  these  drew  less  than  $30  per  week. 

Of  the  17  men  from  the  second  layoff  who  did  not  return  but 
used  UC  during  the  layoff  period,  seven  received  benefits  for 
five  weeks  or  less,  and  12  for  10  weeks  or  less.  Seven  of  the 
12  drew  less  than  $30  per  week,  and  five  got  more. 

Typically,  the  man  in  the  first  layoff  who  did  not  return, 
drew  unemployment  compensation  of  $27  a  week  for  five  weeks  or 
less.  Table  5>0  shows  that  the  numbers  are  so  small  for  the 
second  layoff  that  it  is  meaningless  to  generalize  beyond  the 
statement  that  there  was  a  tendency  for  the  average  man  in  the 
second  layoff  to  get  a  little  more  for  a  somewhat  longer  period „ 


•jf  -  •  ■!*' 


BHHi 
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Number  of  Weeks  of  Supplemental  Unemployment  Benefits 
For  Employees  Who  Did  Not  Return 


— 

Number 
of  Weeks 
Drawn 

First  Layoff 

Second  Layoff 

Total 

dumber  of 
Employees 

Per  cent 

Number  of 
Employees 

Per  cent 

Number  of 
Employees 

Per  cent 

0 

1^6 

87.4 

22 

41.5 

168 

76.4 

1  -  5 

14 

8.4 

8 

15.1 

22 

10.0 

6-10 

4 

2.4 

7 

13.2 

11 

5.0 

11  -  15 

2 

1.2 

8 

15.1 

10 

4o5 

16  -  20 

1 

0.6 

5 

9.4 

6 

2o  7 

tore  than 
20 

0 

0.0 

3 

5.7 

3 

1.4 

Total 
number 
of  men 

16? 

100.0 

53 

100.0 

220 

100.0 

Table  5l 


d •  Number  of  Weeks  of  SUB  For  Employees  Not  Returning 

Almost  90$  of  those  in  the  first  layoff  and  not  returning 
did  not  use  SUB,  and  most  of  those  who  did  use  it  drew  benefits 
for  five  weeks  or  less.  Over  ]\X%  of  those  in  the  second  layoff 
who  did  not  return  did  not  use  SUB,  and  15$  drew  benefits  for 


five  weeks  or  less. 
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First  And  Second  Layoff 

Amount  of  Supplemental  Unemployment  Benefits  And  Number  of 
Weeks  Drawn  For  Employees  Who  Did  Not  Return 


Number 
of  Weeks 
Drawn 

Weekly  Amount  of  SUB 

I 

Total 

Number  of  Men! 

Less  Than  $28 

#28  -  #35 

$36  or  More 

First 

Second 

First 

Second 

First 

Second 

First 

Second 

1-5 

3 

3 

10 

4 

1 

1 

14 

8 

6-10 

0 

1 

4 

2 

0 

4 

4 

7 

11  -  15 

0 

1 

2 

4 

0 

3 

2 

8 

16  -  20 

1 

2 

0 

3 

0 

0 

1 

5 

More  than 
20 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

3 

Total 
number  of 
men  | 

4 

9 

16 

13 

1 

9 

21 

31 

Table  52 


e.  Amount  of  SUB  and  Number  of  Weeks  Drawn  For  Workers 

Who  Did  Not  Return 

In  the  first  layoff  there  were  21  men  who  used  SUB  and 
did  not  return  to  Ford,  while  in  the  second  layoff  there  were 
31.  The  most  frequent  combination  of  number  of  weeks  and 
amount  was  one  to  five  weeks  and  $28  to  $35*  This  occurred 
for  10  first-layoff  men. 

It  Is  difficult  to  pick  a  representative  combination  for 
second-layoff  men  because  the  numbers  are  small  and  scattered  : 
probably  $32  a  week  for  three  months  Is  typical. 


' 


-  79 


3 •  Summary 

It  was  the  young  men  who  did  not  return  to  Ford,  although  in 
the  second  layoff  some  of  the  older  men  did  not  return.  Also,  in 
general,  it  was  the  first-layoff  men  who  did  not  come  back,  e*g., 
half  the  single  men  laid  off  in  June  did  not  return  but  only  7*1$ 
of  the  single  men  laid  off  in  August  did  not  return;  2%%  of  all 
married  men  on  the  first  layoff  were  not  re-employed,  but  only  7 % 
of  the  married  men  on  the  second  layoff*  Similarly  the  low  senior 
ity  and  lower  pay  class  men  did  not  come  back  to  the  degree  that 
higher  seniority  and  higher  pay  classes  returned. 

One-third  of  those  in  the  first  layoff  were  not  re-employed, 
and  these  167  men  were  three-quarters  of  the  220  who  did  not  re¬ 
turn  out  of  a  total  layoff  of  1,302.  In  general  these  men  were 
young,  single,  low  seniority  and  in  a  relatively  low  pay  class. 

What  happened  to  these  men?  Most  of  them  went  to  work  right 
away.  Seventy-five  per  cent  of  the  first  layoff  not  returning  did 
not  use  unemployment  compensation  at  all,  and  most  of  the  rest  got 
$27  a  week  for  about  a  month;  figures  for  the  second -layoff  non¬ 
returnees  are  approximately  the  same,  with  a  little  more  compensa¬ 
tion  for  a  somewhat  longer  period.  Most  of  the  men  who  did  not 
return  did  not  receive  SUB  in  the  layoff  period;  those  who  did  got 
about  #32  a  week  for  one  month,  (if  first  layoff),  and  for  three 
months,  (if  second  layoff). 

Where  did  these  men  go  eventually?  Some  of  them  left  Windsor 
Some  retired.  But  most  found  jobs  in  the  Windsor  area.  Appendix 
F  gives  the  last  NES  referral  for  66  of  220  men.  On  the  basis  of 
last  referral,  most  of  them  found  work  as  labourers  in  other  auto 
plants,  feeder  or  parts  plants,  or  In  a  related  company. 
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Appendix  A 


Laid  Off,  Recalled,  Interviewed  and  Re-Employed  Workers 


Total  number  laid  off 

1,391 

Laid  off  twice  and  now  working  at  Ford 

71 

Laid  off  twice  and  did  not  return 

15 

Interviews  not  counted  because  invalid 

89 

Total  Layoff  for  this  Report 

1,302 

First  Layoff: 

Recalled,  interviewed  and  re-employed 

234 

Recalled,  not  interviewed,  and  re-employed 

92 

Recalled  but  not  re-employed 

161 

493 

Second  Layoff ; 

Recalled,  interviewed  and  re-employed 

407 

Recalled,  not  Interviewed,  and  re-employed 

349* 

Recalled  but  not  re-employed 

-Si 

809 

Total  first  and  second  layoff 

1,302 

Totals  : 

Total  interviews 

64.1 

Total  recalled  but  not  interviewed 

441* 

Total  laid  off  and  re-employed 

First  layoff 

326 

Second  layoff 

756 

1,082 

Total  laid  off  and  not  re-employed 

First  layoff 

167 

Second  layoff 

220 

Grand  Total  (i.e.,  total  layoff) 

1.302 

*  250  of  these  men  were  not  interviewed  because,  since  they  were 
re-employed  during  September  (following  layoff  in  mid-August  and 
a  two  or  three  week  paid  vacation  for  the  last  part  of  August  and 
early  September),  they  were  not  subject  to  the  layoff  experiences 
we  wished  to  investigate.  Therefore,  there  were  99  men  on  the 
second  layoff  we  might  have  interviewed  and  did  not,  compared  to 
92  men  on  the  first  layoff  who  were  not  interviewed. 
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Laid  Off  and  How  Working  at  Ford  —  Both  Layoffs  --  19082  Men 

(6i$2  Men  Were  Interviewed) 


i 


NAME  _ 

ADDRESS 


First 

Second 

Layoff 

Layoff 

Total 

Do  you  live  in  Metropolitan  Windsor 

587 

-776 

Yes 

No 

135 

169 

30k 

Total 

326 

756 

i.o  §2 

Age 


15  -  19 
20  -  2k 
25  -  3k 
35  -  kb 
k5  -  5!?. 

55  -  6k 
65  -  69 
70  and  over 
Total 


Marital  Status 

Single 

112 

150 

262 

Married 

Mi 

%j8 

~7B5 

Widowed 

i 

7 

Divorced 

2 

 9. 

"TX 

Separated 

5 

12 

~T3 

Total 

326 

1S£. 

IToSf 

Education 

None 

Elementary-  1  yr.  or  more  but  not 

complete 

Elementary  completed 

High  school  1  to  2  years 

High  school  3  to  5  years 

University  1  or  more  years 

Other 

Total 


Were  you  gainfully  employed  during  layoff 
Yes 
No 

Total 


208 

26 

2^ 


6?  275 

IMI  Z3S 

kQ7  6Iil 


First 

Layoff 


82  - 


Total 


8#)  If  'yes1  how  many  weeks  were  you  laid  off 
before  you  got  your  first  job 

0-5 
6-10 
11  -  15 
16-20 
More  then  20 
Total 


166 


i 

20B" 


Second 

Layoff 


2L 


o 


0 


218 


M 


If  •yes*  how  many  different  jobs  did  you  have 

1 

121 

58 

.  179 

2 

65 

7 

 72 

3 

16 

2 

lF 

k 

6 

0 

6' 

5  or  more 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

“258“ 

Z$t_ 

“S75 

What  was  Job  No.  1 

Was  this  full-  or  part-time 

full-time 

198 

53 

251 

part-time 

10 

Ul 

2k 

L>. 


2.)  Number  of  weeks  on  Job  No.  1 

1-5 
6-10 
11  -  15 
16-20 
More  than  20 
Total 


r3«)  How  did  you  get  Job  No*  1 


NES 

 52 

25 

77 

Friend 

 17 

\ 

21 

Newspaper  ad 

1" 

2 

% 

Myself 

23 

160 

Other 

1 

.  13 

111. 

Total 

20  5 

«J>2_ 

IM 

What  was  Job  No.  2 

Was  this  full-  or  part-time 
full-time 

83 

l  99 

part-time 

\ 

2  6 

f 
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16.)  Humber  of  weeks  on  Job  No.  2 

l  1  -  5 

6-10 

1  11  -  15 

16  -  20 
More  than  20 
Total 


7.)  How  did  yon  get  Job  No.  2 
HES 
Friend 

Newspaper  ad 
Myself 
Other 
Total 


Il8.)  What  was  Job  No.  3 


First  Second 

Layoff  Layoff  Total 


20 


2L 


21 


II 


M. 


87 


Il9*)  Was  this  full-  or  part-time 

full-time  21  _ 2_  _ 'il 

I  part-time  1  0  _ 1 


20.)  Number  of  weeks  on  Job  No.  3 

1-5 

1  6-10 

11  -  15 

|  16-20 

i  More  than  20 

Total 


21.) 

[ 


How  did  you  get  Job  No.  3 


NES 

Friend 

Newspaper  ad 


Other 

Total 


2.)  What  was  Job  No.  1). 

3*)  Was  this  full-  or  part-time 
full-time 

6 

0 

6 

part-time 

0 

0 

0 

-  Qk  - 


II 


Number  of  weeks  on  Job  No.  Ij. 

1-5 

First 

Layoff 

 3 

Second 
?  Layoff 

0 

Total 

 3 

6-10 

1 

0 

1 

ll  -  15 

T" 

II 

16  -  20 

0 

0 

'  ■  9 

More  than  20 

“T" 

0 

1 

Total 

6 

0 

~~E 

How  did  you  get  Job  No.  4 

NES 

0 

0 

0 

Friend 

0~ 

0 

T 

Newspaper  ad 

0 

0 

0 

Myself 

6 

0 

6 

Other 

0 

0 

“0 

Total 

“IT 

0 

6 

Did  your  wife  go  to  work  during  your  layoff 

Yes 

..  25 

32 

,57 

No 

197 

351 

.  5k  0 

Did  any  of  your  children  quit  school  and 
work  as  a  result  of  your  layoff 

Yes 

1 

k- 

J  5 

No 

21k 

^37? 

^9# 

Education  and  training  acquired  during  layoff 
None 

219 

393 

612 

Program  £  Eduo. 

2 

k 

9 

Program  5  Tng. 

1 

0 

1 

Other  (please  specify) 

.  9 

7 

“HT 

How  did  you  get  by  during  the  layoff 

Decreased  Savings 

Yes 

112 

220 

332 

No 

ili 

IBS’" 

—307 

Borrowed  Money 

Yes 

- 

39 

72 

No 

201 

ill 

567 

Piled-up  Bills 

Yes 

,71 

105 

.  176 

No 

163 

3P0 

.  h63 

Help  from  relatives 

Yes 

18 

25 

6.3 

No 

2i6 

31" 

59l 

-  05  - 


First 

Second 

3.)  Moved  to  cheaper  quarters 

Layoff 

Layoff 

Total 

Yea 

3 

11 

.  ik 

it  No 

231 

^25 

Other  family  member  got  job 
Yes 
No 


18  16  3k 

MI  ~W  Z 05 


l  - - - ■ — - - 

;5*)  Received  public  assistance 

Yes  3  _ 3  _ _ 6 

iii  no  _&i_  ~Eo?~  ms 


!,&•)  Sold  car  or  other  durables 

I  Yes  6  _ 6_  _ 12 

No  "ggET  399  “TST 


’.)  Pound  a  temporary  job 
Yes 
No 


61  239 

131  3 


! 


Used  Unemployment  Compensation 
Yes 
No 

Total 


9*)  If  ^es*  how  much  weekly 
j  less  than  #30 

$30  - 

more  than  $k0 
I  IfoTaT  ‘ 


r.)  If  ‘yes’  how  many  weeks 
l  -  5 

6-10 

,  n-15 

16-20 
More  than  20 
Total 


6? 

-11 

1 

TTs 


102 


169 

Z2S 

n 


1* )  Drew  SUB 
I)  Yes 

I  Ho 

Total 

I  - 


k2.)  It  *yes  *  how  much  weekly 
;  0  ■  127 

E28  -  fog 

-  til 

More  than  $k5 

Td :ui  ’  ' 


First 

Second 

Layoff 

Layoff 

Total 

10 

,-!a 

-&  ■ 

J&L 

29 

210 

2l| 

2 

s 

92 

~gQ7~ 

~599 

kk«) 


k5.) 


1*6.) 


If  *yes*  for  how  many  weeks 

1-5 

ko  . 

IkO 

180 

6-10 

x5 

133— 

TOT 

li  -  15 

ii 

257 

268 

16  -  20 

id 

72 

90 

More  than  20 

IT 

“IT 

...  .  13 

Total 

.92 

607 

699 

How  many  years*  seniority  do  you 
less  than  one 

have 

120 

0 

120 

one  to  two 

"TH3" 

T" 

191 

more  than  two  but  less  than 

seventeen 

20 

ir 

77 

seventeen  or  more 

1 

693 

69  k 

Total 

T20~ 

796 

1,082 

Pay  classification  at  time  of  layoff 


less  than  2.3k 

1 

2 

3 

2.34 

6 

0 

h 

2.39 

k  . 

0 

k 

2.44 

110 

203 

■  313 

2.49 

~Sk 

161 

TS 

2.54 

108 

297 

..  .405 

2.59 

17 

- 

76 

2.6k 

13 

31 

kk 

more  than  2«6k 

1 

3 

ff 

Total 

H 

756 

ups 

How  many  weeks  were  you  laid  off 

1-5 

0 

1 

1 

6-10 

0 

61 

“TT 

11  -  15 

0 

.  .63 

63 

16  -  20 

0 

272 

272 

21  -  25 

~rr 

1 

k8 

26  -  30 

t$5: 

..  9  . 

19k 

More  than  30 

2 

0 

2 

Total 

~S$T 

407 

“5H- 
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Laid  Off  and  Did  Not  Return  to  Ford  --  Both  Layo ffa  »-»  220  Men 


1. )  NAME  _ 

2. )  ADDRESS 


First 

Layoff 

Second 

Layoff 

Total 

Do  you  live  in  Metropolitan  Windsor 

Yes 

120 

hk 

...  X6k 

No 

9 

si 

Total 

167 

52 

220 

W  Age 


15 

20 

25 

35 

45 

55 

65 


19 

2k 

34 

44 

54 

64 

69 


70  and  over 
Total 


5*)  Marital  Status 
Single 
Married 
Widowed 
Divorced 
Separated 
Total 

|  _ ' _ 


H 


|) 

II 

Information  not  available 


for  items 
6  to  37*  and  I4.6 


/ 


' 


B 

(8.)  Used  Unemployment  Compensation 

Yea 

First 

Layoff 

Second 

Layoff 

Total 

17 

60 

|J  No 

1 4 

36 

160 

1!  Total 

i6? 

,52. 

220 

*yes 1  how  much  weekly 
lea a  than  #30 

Wi  -  fco~~ 

more  than  fitO 

To  HI 


)  If  'yea*  how  many  weeka 

1-5 

6-10 
11  -  15 
16  -  20 
More  than  20 
Total 


Drew  SUB 
Yea 
Ho 

Total 


If  Tyea^  how  much  weekly 


>re  than 

Total 


If  • yes  *  for  how  many  weeks 

1-5 

.  Ik 

8 

22 

6-10 

7 

11 

11  - 15 

2 

10 

16  -  20 

1 

5 

6 

More  than  20 

6 

3 

3 

Total 

21 

3! 

^2 

How  many  yeara 1  seniority  do  you  have 
leas  than  one 
one  to  two 

more  than  two  but  leas  than  seventeen 

seventeen  or  more 

Total 


101 

ZK 


101 


ii 


M 


220 
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45®)  Pay  ciaaaif icatlon  at  tins®  of  layoff 
less  than  2*34 

2.34 

2.39 

2.44 

2.49 

2.54 

2.59 

2.64 

bop®  than  2*64 
Total 


First  Second 

Layoff  Layoff  Total 
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Appendix  C 

Unemployment  Compensation 

Unemployment  Compensation  (UC)  is  an  insurance  programme 
operated  by  the  Federal  Government  under  the  Unemployment 
Insurance  Act  of  1955*  as  amended.  The  plan  is  contributory 
(employees  and  employers  contribute  equally  to  the  insurance 
fund);  the  contributions  by  workers  range  from  a  low  of  10^  per 
week  (for  employees  making  up  to  $8*99  per  week)  to  a  high  of  9 k-tf 
per  week  for  employees  making  $69*00  per  week  or  more.  Thus,  all 
Ford  employees  with  whom  we  are  concerned  are  contributing 
since  their  lowest  hourly  rate  is  over  $2  per  hour. 

Such  contributions  entitle  a  worker,  if  he  becomes  unemployed, 
to  draw  benefits  of  $27  per  week  (if  single)  and  $36  per  week  (if 
married),  provided  he  meets  certain  length-of ~s ervice  requirements,, 
A  number  of  employees  -  particularly  in  the  first  layoff  -  may 
have  received  weekly  benefits  somewhat  lower  than  the  above.  The 
amount  of  benefit  is  based  on  the  average  rate  of  a  worker's  most 
recent  30  contribution  weeks  in  the  last  lOlj.  weeks.  Thus,  those 
who  had:  (a)  just  recently  joined  Ford^and  (b)  some  of  those  whose 
contributions  were  predicated  on  rates  of  pay  below  $69.00  per 
week  (as  may  have  been  earned  on  another  job),  would  not  receive 
the  maximum  benefits  as  outlined  above. 
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Appendix  D 

Supplemental  Unemployment  Benefits 

Supplemental  Unemployment  Benefits  (SUB)  are  payments  made 
to  laid-off  workers  in  addition  to  those  they  receive  by  way  of 
Unemployment  Compensation.  While  the  latter  is  government  oper¬ 
ated,  the  former  arise  out  of  contractual  agreements  between 
company  and  union. 

In  the  case  of  Ford  of  Canada,  the  company  puts  into  a  Sup¬ 
plemental  Unemployment  Benefit  Fund,  5^  for  each  hour  worked  by 
hourly-rated  personnel.  When  unemployed,  workers  draw  from  this 
fund,  on  a  weekly  basis,  enough  to  pay  them  (together  with  Un¬ 
employment  Compensation)  62%  of  their  straight-time  weekly  wages 
for  a  period  not  to  exceed  52  weeks.  In  addition,  they  are  paid 
$1.50  per  week  for  each  dependent,  up  to  a  maximum  of  four.  The 
so-called  "regular  benefits"  from  SUB  may  not  exceed  $50  per  week 
(plus  the  dependency  allowance ). ^ ^ 

Eligibility  rules  include  the  requirements  that  the  laid-off 
worker: 

1.  Have  at  least  one  year  of  seniority  with  Ford. 

2.  Be  eligible  for  UC  (with  limited  exceptions)  and  regis¬ 
tered  with  NES. 

3.  Be  not  laid  off  for  disciplinary  reasons. 

The  fund  is  administered  by  an  independent  trustee.  Company 
liability  under  the  agreement  is  limited  to  monies  contained  in 
the  fund,  plus  the  obligation  to  continue  contributions  at  the 
agreed-upon  rate  for  each  hour  an  hourly-rated  employee  works. 

^There  are  other  benefits  for  short  work  weeks,  and  there 
are  lump-sum  separation  payments.  We  are  not  concerned  with  these 
in  this  Report. 


Appendix  E 

Transitional  Assistance  Benefits 
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TAB  is  the  common  abbreviation  for  Transitional  Assistance 
Benefits,  a  Federal  Government  programme  which  provides  financial 
assistance  for  workers  in  automotive  and  automotive  parts  indus¬ 
tries,  who  are  laid  off  as  a  result  of  the  Canada-United  States 
Automotive  Trade  Agreement.  Benefits  for  the  workers  we  are  con¬ 
cerned  with  here,  would  be  not  less  than  62%  of  their  weekly  wage 
plus  $1.50  per  week  for  each  dependent,  up  to  a  maximum  of  four. 

The  following  eligibility  requirements  apply: 

a)  a  worker  must  have  had  no  less  than  30  weeks  employment  in 
the  last  52  weeks  in  the  industry,  and 

b)  must  be  qualified  to  receive  Unemployment  Compensation,  and 

c)  layoff  must  have  been  due  to  the  Automotive  Trade  Agreement 
••••  which  was  the  case  with  the  personnel  here  considered. 

Benefit  duration  is  predicated  on  length  of  employment  in  the  indus¬ 
try.  Those  with  30  weeks  of  service  receive  four  weeks’  benefit, 
with  an  extra  week  of  benefit  for  each  week  worked  over  30.  Maximum 
allowable  weeks  of  benefit  is  52  (?8  in  the  case  of  trainees). 

TAB  is  a  supplement  to  UC,  not  a  substitute.  Since  TAB  bene¬ 
fits  reduce  the  contributions  automotive  companies  are  required  to 
make  under  SUB  agreements,  the  Federal  Government  "requested M  that 
these  companies  (among  them  Ford  of  Canada)  contribute  to  the  TAB 
fund  monies  equivalent  to  the  SUB  benefits  they  would  otherwise 
have  paid,  else  no  TAB  benefits  are  available  to  employees  of  such 
companies.  (The  SUB  equivalency  contribution  requirement  does  not 
apply  to  companies  who  have  no  SUB  plan  — -  their  workers  are  eli¬ 
gible  for  TAB  provided  they  meet  the  other  requirements  of  the 
plan) •  Ford  of  Canada,  a  company  which  has  an  SUB  plan,  chose  not 
to  contribute  to  TAB. 
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Appendix  P 


Last  Referral  by  NES  for  Employees  Not  Returning  to  Ford 


First  Layoff: 

No,  of  Men 

Company  Referred  To 

Type  of  Work 

12 

Chrysler 

labourer 

7 

Dominion  Forge 

tt 

6 

H,  J.  Heinz 

tt 

5 

Walker  Metal 

II 

4 

Hiram  Walkers 

II 

2 

Kelsey  Wheel 

It 

1 

C  &  D  Sugar 

tt 

1 

Canadian  Rock  Salt 

it 

1 

Fleetwood  Metal 

ii 

1 

Marentette  Bros, 

it 

1 

Sartori  Construction 

it 

1 

Standard  Foundry 

tt 

1 

Windsor  Steel  Fabricators 

ti 

1 

Bannon  Sheet  Metal 

sheet  metal  worker 

1 

Bendix  Eclipse 

clerk 

1 

Fabio  Construction 

welder 

1 

Roy  &  Herbert 

painter 

1 

Windsor  Fish  Co. 

truck  driver 

_1 

Windsor  Medical 

clerk 

& 

Second  Layoff 

No,  of  Men 

Company  Referred  To 

Type  of  Work 

6 

Chrysler 

labourer 

3 

H,  J,  Heinz 

t» 

1 

Canadian  Bridge 

it 

1 

Green  Giant 

n 

1 

Kelsey  Wheel 

tt 

1 

Marentette  Bros, 

it 

1 

Auto  Specialty  Mfg. 

millwright 

1 

Dominion  Forge 

casting  inspector 

1 

Western  Freight 

truck  driver 

1 

Windsor  Auto  Shippers 

it 

II 


HD 

5708.55 
.  C2 
.B57 
1966 


Birch,  C.M. 


Ford  Motor  Company 
layoff  and  recall  study, 
Windsor  foundry  and 
engine  plants. 
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